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The  Environmental  Report  is  a  supplement  to  the  Main  Report 
of  the  Great  River  Environmental  Action  Team  (GREAT  II).  The 
purpose  of  this  document  is  to  document  and  display,  in  summary 
fashion,  the  environmental  analysis  process  and  the  results  of 
that  process  for  the  56  recommendations  adopted  by  the  GREAT  II 
Team . 

Most  of  the  recommendations  call  for  further  study  prior  to 
actual  implementation  of  physical  changes  on  the  river  system. 
Therefore,  the  environmental  analysis  carried  out  on  the  recom¬ 
mendations  is  only  preliminary.  As  this  document  points  cut, 
prior  to  actual  implementation,  many  of  the  actions  called  for 
will  require  additional  Env i r onme ntal  Assessment  and/or  Environ 
mental  Impact  Statement  documentation. 

The  information  in  this  document  is  an  initial  effort  to 
display  alternatives  considered  to  the  proposed  actions,  and  to 
define  the  broad  scope  of  the  environmental  consequences  of  car 
rying  out  the  GREAT  II  recommendations. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  REPORT 


I.  INTRODUCTION 

This  document  contains  a  discussion  of  the  applica¬ 
bility  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  to 
the  GREAT  II  study  and  its  recommendation,  a  review  of  the 
various  efforts  completed  by  GREAT  to  develop  environmental 
impact  data,  and  an  Environmental  Summary  for  all  GREAT  II 
Team  approved  recommen  iations .  The  information  is  provided 
to  enable  the  reader  to  assess  the  impacts  of  those  recom¬ 
mendations  for  which  adequate  data  has  been  developed  and 
to  point  out  to  the  implementing  agencies  the  need  for 
additional  environmental  analysis,  where  it  has  been  deter¬ 
mined  that  such  is  needed. 

I.  DISCUSSION  OF  REQUIREMENTS 

A.  Broad-Based  Legislation  and  Executive  Orders 

The  primary  legislative  act  which  serves  as  a  foun¬ 
dation  for  federal  agencies  to  fully  consider  the  environ¬ 
mental  effects  of  their  actions  is  the  National  Environ¬ 
mental  Policy  Act  of  1969,  as  amended  (P.L.  91-190,  and 
amending  legislation  P.L.  9^-52  and  P.L.  9^-83)*  The  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  Act  are: 

"To  declare  a  national  policy  which  will  encourage 
productive  and  enjoyable  harmony  between  man  and  his 
environment;  to  promote  efforts  which  will  prevent  or 
eliminate  damage  to  the  environment  and  biosphere  and 
stimulate  the  health  and  welfare  of  man;  to  enrich  the 
understanding  of  the  ecological  systems  and  natural 
resources  important  to  the  Nation;  and  to  establish  a 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality.” 

The  Act,  further,  established  a  basis  for  the  prepara¬ 
tion  of  environmental  impact  statements  for  "every  recommen¬ 
dation  or  report  on  proposals  for  legislation  and  other 
major  Federal  actions  significantly  affecting  the  quality 

of  the  human  environment . ". 

The  Clean  Air  Act  as  amended  by  P.L.  91-60^  and  Execu¬ 
tive  Order  1151^  as  amended  by  Executive  Order  11991  provid¬ 
ed  additional  requirements  relative  to  agency  implementation 
of  the  requirements  of  NEPA. 

The  most  definitive  overall  Federal  guidance  for  how  to 
apply  NEPA  in  the  planning  and  decision-making  process  and 
instructions  for  preparation  of  environmental  assessments 
and  impact  statements  is  contained  in  Uo  CFP  Parts  1500-1508, 
Regulations  for  Implementing  the  Procedural  Provisions  of  the 
National  Environment  a''  Policy  Act,  prepared  by  the  Council  on 
E  r.  v  i  ror.  mental  Q  u  a  1  i  t  y  . 
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All  of  the  above-cited  documents  provided  direction  for 
all  Federal  agencies  and  were  applicable  to  the  GREAT  II  study 
in  light  of  the  fact  that  it  was  a  federal-state  interagency 
study  funded  by  Congress  through  appropriations  to  the  U.S. 

Army  Corps  of  Engineers  . 

Applicable  provisions  of  other  acts  ,  executive  orders, 
rules  and  regulations  not  specifically  cited  above  were  also 
considered  by  the  GREAT  II  Team  in  the  development  of  its 
reports,  and  the  implementation  of  any  proposed  actions  are 
subject  to  .applicable  laws,  executive  orders,  etc.  (Sec.  33 
CFR  230 . 25  )  • 

B.  Specific  Regulations  Used  in  This  Study 

Because  the  GREAT  study  was  funded  primarily  through  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (Rock  Island  District)  the  reg¬ 
ulations  of  this  agency  provided  the  detailed  guidance  for  de¬ 
velopment  of  environmental  impact  analysis  information.  Spec¬ 
ifically,  Engineering  Regulations  ER  200-2-2  series  was  consul¬ 
ted,  (33  CFR  Part  230)  and  ER  1105-2-2U0,  which  provide  specific 
guidelines  for  conducting  environmental  impact  assessments  and 
making  a  determination  of  the  environmental  significance  of 
proposed  actions. 

APPLICABILITY  OF  LAWS,  ORDERS  AND  REGULATIONS  TO  THE  GREAT  II 
STUDY  RECOMMENDATIONS 

A.  The  Nature  of  the  Study 

As  described  in  Chapter  I  of  the  Main  Report,  this  study 
resulted  in  a  product  that  lies  somewhere  between  a  general 
planning  report  and  a  report  calling  for  a  specific  construc¬ 
tion  activity.  In  effect,  it  contains  elements  of  both.  The 
recommendations  that  resulted  from  the  study  process  vary  in 
their  implementability  and  significance.  Because  of  the  broad 
range  of  the  study  and  the  various  levels  of  detail  to  which 
the  different  components  were  addressed,  the  level  of  environ¬ 
mental  analysis  required  by  NEPA  and  subsequent  regulations  - 
for  each  recommendation  -  varies. 

As  part  of  the  effort  undertaken  to  develop  the  draft 
reports,  GREAT  II  carried  out  an  analysis  of  the  impact  assoc¬ 
iated  with  the  GREAT  II  r ecommen dat i on s  (Pages  519-6l6,  Draft 
Plan  Formulation  Technical  Appendix,  Volume  l).  This  analysis 
provided  a  preliminary  determination  for  each  recommendation 
that  indicated:  (l)  no  Environmental  Assessment  ( EA ) 
or  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  needed,  (2)  Environ¬ 
mental  Assessment  needed,  and/or  (3)  an  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  needed.  This  analysis  was  carried  out  based  on 
criteria  established  by  NEPA  and  subsequent  regulations  noted 
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earlier.  Of  the  sixty-one  recommendations  contained  in  the 
draft,  seven  were  determined  to  need  Environmental  Impact 
Statements  prior  to  final  determination  for  implementation. 
Twenty-nine  were  determined  to  need  Environmental  Assessments 
(with  possible  future  determination  for  EIS  need)  and  twenty- 
five  were  determined  to  need  neither  an  EA  nor  EIS. 

As  part  of  the  GREAT  II  Team  review  of  the  draft  recom¬ 
mendations,  agency  and  public  comments  and  final  Team  action, 
several  recommendations  were  modified.  The  supporting  data, 
although  the  recommendation  may  have  been  changed,  still  re¬ 
flects  the  general  intent  of  the  recommendations. 

B.  Impact  Analysis  Done  as  Part  of  the  Planning  Process 

1.  The  recommendations  contained  in  Chapter  III  of  the 
Main  Report  were  generated  through  an  iterative  procress. 
Functional  work  groups,  following  problem  identification 
and  study  task  development,  identified  and  reviewed  al¬ 
ternative  solutions  (i.e.,  recommendations).  The  alter¬ 
natives  considered,  the  selected  alternative,  the  ra¬ 
tionale  for  the  selected  alternative,  and  a  preliminary 
identification  of  impact  categories  of  the  selected  al¬ 
ternative  were  all  recorded  on  a  "Preliminary  Impact  Ass¬ 
essment"  form,  contained  in  the  work  group  appendixes. 

2.  In  addition,  for  each  work  group  selected  alternative 
(hereafter  referred  to  as  recommendation).  The  work 
group  completed  a  "Recommendation  Impact  Assessment"  form 
which  lists  the  major  impacts  of  the  recommendation  and 
compares  the  most  probable  future  with  and  without  im¬ 
plementation  of  the  recommendation.  This  form  was  con¬ 
tained  in  each  work  group  appendix. 

3.  Each  work  group,  for  its  approved  recommendations, 
completed  an  "Impact  Assessment  Summary"  -one  or  two 
matrixes  displaying  the  significance  of  potential  impacts 
by  seventeen  categories  of  impacts.  This  form  was  con¬ 
tained  in  each  work  group  appendix. 

U.  As  the  many  work  group  recommendations  were  combined 
by  the  Plan  Formulation  Work  Group  into  "PREP"  recommen¬ 
dations,  an  "Impact  Assessment  Table"  was  prepared  for 
each  "PREP"  (with  appropriate  reference  to  original  work 
group  recommendations)  describing  the  elements  of  the 
proposed  actions,  the  potential  impacts  if  no  action  is 
taken  and  if  it  is  taken.  This  information  was  contained 
in  the  Draft  Plan  Formulation  Work  Group  Appendix,  and 
the  Main  Report . 

5 .  All  of  the  above  information  was  then  provided  to  an 
independent  consultant  who,  based  on  analysis  of  the  ele¬ 
ments  of  the  recommendations  and  already  completed  impact 
assessment  data,  made  a  determination  of  further  EA  and 
EIS  needs,  if  any.  This  information,  entitled  a  "Pre¬ 
liminary  Evaluation  Matrix",  was  contained  in  the  Draft 
Plan  Formulation  Work  Group  Appendix. 
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6.  In  the  process  of  public  and  agency  review  and  sub¬ 
sequent  final  approval  of  the  recommendations,  wording 
changes  were  made,  and  some  elements  within  old  "PREPs" 
were  reorganized.  Some  new  recommendations  (in  some 
cases  containing  parts  of  other  PREP  recommendations  and 
additional  new  wording)  were  developed.  On  the  basis  of 
this  work  a  final  environmental  summary  was  completed 
combining  and  referencing  all  previous  applicable  data. 
This  information  was  recorded  on  an  Environmental  Summary 
for  each  final  approved  recommendation.  This  information 
is  contained  in  Chapter  V  of  this  document.  It  is  further 
discussed  and  described  in  Chapter  IV. 

C.  Alternatives  Analysis 

As  part  of  the  environmental  document  at  ion  described  in 
items  B.  1-6  above,  alternatives  to  original  work  group  rec¬ 
ommendations  were  identified.  The  Preliminary  Impa c t  Assess¬ 
ment  ,  noted  above,  contains  a  list  of  alternatives  considered. 
At  the  work  group  level  these  alternatives  were  analyzed  and 
based  or.  work  group  discussions  a  selected  alternative  was 
chosen  and  this  became  the  "work  group  recommendation".  On 
the  Preliminary  Impact  Assessment  form,  the  work  group  stated 
its  rationale  for  choosing  its  selected  alternative.  While 
the  work  groups  carried  out  an  alternative  analysis  and  assess¬ 
ment  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  alternatives,  this  process 
and  the  data  supporting  the  process  is  generally  not  documented 
Therefore,  the  rationale  for  selection  is  the  only  formal  state 
ment  Justifying  the  selection  of  the  recommendation. 

At  the  Plan  Formulation  Work  Group  Level  each  recommen¬ 
dation  was  reviewed  and  adopted.  Prior  to  final  adoption  by 
the  Plan  Formulation  Work  Group  many  individual  but  similar 
recommendations  were  combined  by  a  report  writer  Task  Force 
and  the  combined  recommendations  given  a  "PREP"  number.  The 
"PREF"  recommendation,  as  adopted  by  the  PFWG  ,  are  those  which 
appeared  in  the  draft  Main  Report  and  draft  Plan  Formulation 
Appendix  for  public  review.  The  "PREP"  recommendations  were 
assessed  as  well  as  the  "No  Action"  alternative  to  the  "PREP" 
recommendation  by  the  Plan  Formulation  Work  Group  (see  items 
B.  U  and  B.  5  above). 

In  the  process  of  applying  public  and  agency  comments  to 
the  "PREP"  recommendations,  the  team  further  modified  recommen¬ 
dation  wording  and,  in  some  cases,  further  combined  wording 
or  separated  a  recommendation  into  more  than  one.  The  assess¬ 
ment  contained  in  Chapter  V  of  this  document  is  for  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  as  finally  adopted  by  the  GREAT  II  Team. 
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In  all  cases  the  Team  only  considered  the  selected  and 
no-action  alternatives  oft  the  proposed  action.  In  order  to 
assure  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  NEPA ,  the  imple¬ 
menting  agency  should  evaluate  the  adequacy  of  the  assess¬ 
ment  made  during  the  planning  process.  If  determined  app¬ 
ropriate,  additional  assessment  of  the  alternatives  to  the 
proposed  action  should  be  made  by  the  responsible  agency 
prior  to  implementation  to  assure  that  all  alternatives  are 
adequately  addressed  as  required  by  NEPA. 

The  proceeding  flow  chart  visually  displays  the  process 
of  recommendation  development  and  assessment  from  the  work 
group  level  to  final  team  approval.  (See  Figure  l) 

IV.  GUIDE  TO  DATA  USED  IN  PREPARING  THIS  REPORT 

To  enhance  the  reader's  understanding  of  the  information 
contained  in  Chapter  V,  the  following  discussion  is  presented. 
The  components  and  the  recommendations  therein  are  presented 
in  the  same  order  as  they  are  contained  in  Chapter  III  of  the 
Main  Report.  For  each  component  a  copy  of  the  "Display  of 
Accounts"  as  originally  contained  in  the  Draft  Main  Report  is 
included  again  to  give  an  overview  of  the  proposed  actions  and 
EQ  and  NED  accounts.  Next,  the  approved  recommendations,  as 
they  appear  in  Chapter  III  of  the  Main  Report  are  displayed. 

The  Environmental  Summary ,  displayed  next,  summarizes 
data  from  the  various  forms  and  tables  described  in  Section 
III.  B.  of  this  chapter.  The  Environmental  Summary  is  meant 
to  pull  the  information  from  these  various  sources  together 
in  a  manner  that  enables  the  reader  to  see,  in  brief  form,  the 
major  impacts  of  each  recommendation  and  whether  or  not  these 
impacts  are  significant  enough  to  call  for  further  documen¬ 
tation. 

For  purposes  of  GREAT  II  Team  review  of  this  document  in 
draft  form,  each  "Environmental  Summary"  form  was  accompanied 
by  the  following  data  (in  the  order  listed): 

1.  a  "Matrix  Analysis",  as  prepared  by  a  consultant  to 
determine  the  significance  of  the  recommendation  and  need 
for  further  environmental  documentation  (discussed  in 
Section  III. B  .  5 ) 

2.  an  "Impact  Assessment  Table"  as  prepared  by  the  Plan 
Formulation  Work  Group.  (Discussed  in  Section  III. B.U) 

3.  a  "Recommendation  Impact  Assessment"  form  for  each  of 
the  work  group  recommendations  used  to  develop  the  final 
recommendation.  (Discussed  in  Section  III  B.2) 


6 


U.  a  "Preliminary  Impact  Assessment"  form  for  each  of 
the  work  group  recommendations  used  to  develop  the  final 
recommendation.  (Discussed  in  Section  III.  B.2) 

This  data  has  not  been  reproduced  for  the  final  Environ¬ 
mental  Summary,  however  ten  copies  of  this  information,  fully 
assembled  for  all  recommendations,  has  been  placed  on  file 
with  the  member  agencies  of  GREAT  II.  The  locations  where 
this  data  is  stored  and  can  be  reviewed  is  listed  in  Exhibit 
A  of  this  document. 

The  Environmental  Summary  form  itself  contains  eleven  items 
of  information.  Each  item  is  discussed  below: 

1.  Component  -  This  item  states  which  of  the  twelve  com¬ 
ponents  of  the  recommended  plan  is  being  addressed. 

2.  Tracing  Numbers  - 

a)  The  final  recommendation  number  as  cited  in  Chapter 
III  of  the  Main  Report  is  stated  here. 

b)  The  PREP  numbers  are  the  numbers  given  the  recom¬ 
mendations  as  they  appear  in  the  Draft  Main  Report  and 
Draft  Plan  Formulation  Technical  Appendix.  (May  be  a 
combination  of  PFWG  recommendations) 

c)  The  PFWG  numbers  are  the  numbers  assigned  to  the 
recommendations  when  they  were  approved  by  the  PFWG. 

d)  The  Work  Group  numbers  are  the  numbers  given  the 
recommendations  by  the  originating  work  groups  when 
they  approved  the  recommendations.  Note:  Many  final 
recommendations  are  a  combination  of  more  than  one 
work  group  recommendation  and  there  may  be  several 
numbers  listed  for  this  item  from  one  or  more  origin¬ 
ating  work  groups. 

3.  Purpose,  Need  and  Objective  of  the  Proposed  Action  - 
In  accordance  with  230.9  (c),  a  brief  description  of  the 
need  for  the  proposed  action  and  its  purpose  and/or  ob¬ 
jective  is  discussed. 

U.  Short  Title  of  Recommendation  -  This  is  stated  to  aid 
the  reader  in  associating  the  recommendation  with  the 
impacts  described.  The  full  wording  of  the  recommendation 
precedes  each  summary. 

5.  List  of  Alternatives  Evaluated  -  A  synthesized  list  of 
the  alternatives  identified  and  considered  at  the  work 
group  level.  They  are  taken  from  the  Preliminary  Impact 
Assessment  forms  for  all  of  the  work  group  recommendations 
which  were  used  to  develop  the  final  recommendation  and 
may  be  examined  in  their  entirety  in  the  back-up  material 
following  the  summary. 
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u.  Brief  De.  riot  ion  of  Affected  Environment  -  Here  is 
a  brief  description  of  the  environment  that  would  be  aff¬ 
ected  by  the  propos'?d  action.  A  detailed  description  of 
the  OR  FAT  I.'.  stu'.y  area  is  contained  in  the  GREAT  II  Draft 
Plan  Formulation  Appendix,  Volume  II,  Exhibits. 

7.  Environmental  Consequences  of  Alternatives  Considered  - 
The  summary,  in  tabular  form,  presents  a  discussion  of  the 
impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Ko  Action  alternatives, 

;■  s  the  firm  1  alternatives  narrowed  down  for  team  consider¬ 
ation  from  the  array  of  work  group  identified  alternatives. 
The  discussion  of  impacts  will  be  brief  and  will  address 
those  aspects  of  the  environment  which  are  moot  directly 
affected  by  the  alternative  discussed.  This  assessment 
is  r.ot  intended  to  substitute  for  an  E1S  and  does  not  fol¬ 
low  the  EIS  process . 


3.  References  -  A  list  of  references  used  to  obtain  the 
information  necessary  for  the  discussion.  The  referenced 
information  in  most  cases  is  available  for  review  at  the 
locations  listed  in  Exhibit  A  of  this  document.  The  doc¬ 
uments  from  which  these  data  were  extracted  will  ale n  he 
*■.  ,1 

9.  Rationale  for  Selected  Alternative  -  This  statement  is 
based  upon  information  contained  in  the  Preliminary  Impact 
Assessment  form  for  the  work  group  recommendations  which 
went  into  the  development  of  the  final  recommendation. 

10.  Environmental  Documents  Required  - 

a)  FOHSI  -  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  -  This 
designation  is  checked  where  it  is  determined,  based 
on  this  summary  assessment  and  referenced  material, 
that  the  selected  alternative  does  not  warrant  further 
Environmental  Assessment  of  an  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  . 

b)  This  Assessment  Adequate  -  This  is  checked  if  the 
data  contained  in  this  document  is  adequate  to  be 
termed  an  Environmental  Assessment. 

c)  Further  Environmental  Assessment  Needed  -  This 
classification  is  checked  when  it  is  determined  that 
adequate  information  does  not  exist  to  meet  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  NEPA  ,  etc.  Where  an  EIS  is  planned  to 

'be  done  by  an  agency  ,  the  EA  step  may  be  bypassed. 

d )  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Reeded  -  This 
classification  is  checked  if,  based  on  this  Environ¬ 
mental  Summary  ,  an  EIS  is  needed  prior  to  final  deter¬ 
mination  for  implementation. 

e)  Responsible  Party  -  When  item  (c)  or  (d)  above 
were  checked,  this  line  indicates  the  responsible 
agency  for  completing  the  noted  environmental  docu¬ 
ment  (  s  )  . 
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11.  Additional  Discussion  -  Any  comments  which  may  clarify 
impacts  or  further  actions  needed  are  discussed  here  and 
additional  references  may  be  cited. 

All  of  the  above-referenced  information,  pulled  together, 
constitutes  the  GREAT  II  Environmental  Report  for  all  recommen¬ 
dations  in  the  Main  Report.  Detailed  environmental  information 
for  the  Channel  Maintenance  Plan  disposal  sites  is  displayed  and 
discussed  in  the  Channel  Maintenance  Handbook,  another  supplement 
to  the  Main  Report . 

Additional  information  about  specific  work  group  recommen¬ 
dations,  in  addition  to  being  displayed  in  the  referenced  back-up 
data,  is  contained  in  the  individual  work  group  appendixes. 

Figure  2  is  a  guide  to  work  group  appendixes  cross-referenced  to 
work  group  recommendation  numbers. 
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Figure  2 


DETAILED  GUIDE  TO  TRACING  NUMBERS 
FOR  WORK  GROUPS 


On  the  Environmental  Summary,  Item  2.D.,  Work  Group  Numbers, 
the  work  group  recommendations  that  were  combined  to  make  up  the 
back-up  data  foi  the  final  recommendation  are  listed.  Back-up  data 
was  prepared  in  the  form  of  "Preliminary  Impact  Assessment”  and 
"Recommendation  Impact  Assessment"  forms,  these  forms  are  available 
at  locations  listed  in  Exhibit  A.  For  the  reader  desiring  to  fur¬ 
ther  research  the  work  group  information  about  the  subject,  the 
following  guide  will  aid  the  reader  in  determining  which  appendix 
the  data  can  be  found. 


Work  Group  Number 


1 

-  10 

501 

-  503 

1001 

-  1050 

1501 

-  1505 

2001 

2501 

-  2506 

3001 

-  30l*0 

3501 

-  3512 

1*001 

-  1*012 

1*501 

-  1*506 

5001 

-  5008 

5501 

-  5526 

Appendix  in  Which  Additional  Data 
_ Can  Be  Found _ 

Water  Quality  Work  Group  Appendix 

Sediment  St  Erosion  Work  Group  Appendix 

Recreation  Work  Group  Appendix 

Public  Participation  &  Information 
Work  Group  Appendix 

Material  &  Equipment  Needs  Work  Group 
Appendix 

Floodplain  Management  Work  Group  Appendix 

Fish  &  Wildlife  Work  Group  Appendix 

Side  Channel  Work  Group  Appendix 

Dredging  Requirements  Work  Group  Appendix 

Dredged  Material  Uses  Work  Group  Appendix 

Cultural  Resources  Work  Group  Appendix 

Commercial  Tr an' portation  Work  Group 
Appendix 


These  Appendixes  as  well  as  the  Main  Report,  Channel  Maintenance 
Handbook  and  Plan  Formulation  Technical  Appendix,  are  available  upon 
request  from  the  following: 

Richard  J.  Fleischman 
U.S.  Army  Engineer  District 
Rock  Island  Corps  of  Engineers 
Clock  Tower  Building 

Rock  Island,  IL  61201  Phone:  ( 309  )T88-636l 
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A.  COMMERCIAL  TRANSPORTATION 
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RECOMTOAIION  1 


The  Barge  Traffic  Forecast  Study  conducted  by  the  CTWG  shows  that 
significant  increases  in  commercial  vessel  and  recreational  craft  traf¬ 
fic  are  predicted  for  the  UMR  over  the  next  20  years.  The  R1D/C0E 
should  develop  a  program  to  conduct  advance  planning  of  the  UMR  naviga¬ 
tion  system  so  that  locks  whose  capacity  will  be  exceeded  can  be  iden¬ 
tified  and  studied  in  accordance  with  existing  legislation  (i.e.,  NEPA , 

P  &  S,  kObT,  etc.).  Advance  planning  is  desirable  to  determine  those 
measures  necessary  to  improve  lock  capacity,  in  coordination  with  envi¬ 
ronmental  concerns  and  to  implement  those  measures  so  to  avoid  the 
development  of  extreme  congestion,  delays  and  hazardous  conditions  in 
the  lock  areas . 

As  GREAT  II  did  not  specifically  study  the  impacts  of  barge  traffic 
(and  increased  traffic)  on  the  environment,  the  RID  advance  planning 
program  should  include  (but  not  be  limited  to)  the  following: 

*  A  study  to  determine  the  effects  of  barge  traffic  (and  increased 
traffic)  on  the  environment.  This  study  would  then  provide  ad¬ 
ditional  information  for  the  advance  planning  program. 

*  Coordination  with  and  utilization  of  the  results  of  the  Master 
Plan  Study  to  determine  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  UMR. 

*  If  the  Master  Plan  does  not  complete  this  study  the  RID/COE 
should  include  this  study  as  part  of  their  advance  planning 
program. 

In  order  to  improve  the  safety  and  locking  efficiency  of  the  exist¬ 
ing  locks  for  both  commercial  and  recreational  interests  while  this 
program  is  being  developed,  the  RID/COE  should  develop  a  plan  to  insti¬ 
tute  the  following  specific  non-structural  and  structural  measures. 
Appropriate  feasibility  studies  must  be  conducted  prior  to  development 
of  structural  measures. 

Non-structural  measures  would  include,  but  not  be  limited  to  the 
following: 

*  Improvement  of  efficiency  by  providing  average  lock  processing 
times  for  each  lock  to  the  barge  and  towing  industry.  These 
processing  times  could  be  used  as  a  standard  against  which  to 
judge  their  crew  performance  and  provide  for  improved  crew  train¬ 
ing  where  necessary  to  reduce  locking  times. 

*  Improvement  of  safety  by  installing  ’locking'  information  signs 
at  each  lock.  These  signs  would  give  recreational  boaters  an  in¬ 
dication  of  the  next  'locking  time'  for  recreational  craft.  This 
information  would  also  be  broadcast  on  local  radio  stations  and/ 
or  on  a  COE  low  power  AM  radio  network.  CB  radios  could  also  be 
installed  at  the  lock  and  locking  information  broadcast  to  boaters 
via  the  radios. 

*  Improvement  of  lock  congestion  by  implementing  sequenced  locking 
procedures  at  Lock  22  as  Lock  22  experiences  heavy  congestion. 
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Structural  measures  to  be  considered  in  this  program  would  include: 


*  Establishment  of  lock  waiting  areas  at  each  lock  and  dam. 

*  Establishment  of  boat  launching  facilities  in  each  pool  as  iden¬ 
tified  in  Recommendations  l4 ,  l6  and  17,  to  reduce  the  necessity 
for  recreation  lockage. 

*  Construction  of  a  mooring  cell  just  north  of  Lock  22  for  commer¬ 
cial  barges. 

*  Extension  of  the  upper  and  lower  guidewalls  at  Locks  20,  21  and 

22. 


The  plans  for  structural  measures  must  be  developed  in  accordance 
with  all  existing  environmental  regulations  and  special  consideration 
given  to: 

*  Evaluating  the  historical  significance  of  the  structures  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  overall  navigation. 

*  Providing  for  mitigation  of  fish  and  wildlife  impacts,  measured 
in  habitat  units  and  calculated  on  secondary  as  well  as  primary 
impacts. 

*  Providing  for  adequate  mitigation  of  associated  bank  erosion. 

*  Considering  the  needs  of  recreation  (i.e.,  nearby  boat  ramps) 
when  placing  structures. 


RECOMMENDATION  2 

The  NCD/COE  should  update  navigation  charts  of  the  UMR  and  reorga¬ 
nize  the  pages  in  consecutive  order.  The  new  charts  should  include 
more  data  on  bridge  clearances,  highline  crossing  clearances,  naviga¬ 
tion  aids,  etc. 

also,  areas  within  the  Upper  Mississippi  Wild  Life  and  Fish  Refuge 
and  Mark  Twain  National  Wildlife  Refuge  should  be  clearly  identified  on 
navigation  charts.  In  addition,  the  NCD/COE  should  develop  individual 
pool  navigation  charts  for  recreation  boaters  which  emphasize  boating 
hazards,  access  sites,  service  areas,  safety  tips,  laws  on  "rules  of 
the  road"  and  emergency  service  information. 


RECOMMENDATION  3 


The  USCG  should  improve  its  navigation  aids  program  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  manner: 

*  Conduct  an  evaluation  of  industry  requirements  and  the  necessary 
level  of  aids  to  navigation  resources  to  satisfy  those  require¬ 
ments  . 

*  Obtain  better  portable  sounding  equipment  to  perform  high  speed, 
low  cost  channel  surveys  for  the  effective  placement  of  buoys . 

*  Institute  better  coordination  and  cooperation  with  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  at  the  working  level  to  place  or  replace  navigation 
and/or  hazardous  channel  condition  aids. 

*  Obtain  better  user  input  to  determine  the  areas  and  types  of  haz¬ 
ards  causing  frequent  commercial  and  recreational  accidents. 

*  Provide  greater  experience  levels  and  stability  of  "aids-to- 
navigation"  personnel  through  lengthened  tours  of  duty  and  pre¬ 
requisite  assignments.  This  appears  to  be  the  most  necessary 
policy  change. 
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RECQf  •T  'ENDAT  I  ON  4 


To  reduce  potential  hazards  to  navigation  the  USCG  should  take  the 
following  actions: 

Regarding  Navigation  Hazards 

The  USCG  should,  in  cooperation  with  the  COE,  undertake  an  in¬ 
ventory  of  commercial  and  recreational  navigation  hazards  in  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  GREAT  II  study  area  with  a  history  of  frequent  acci¬ 
dents.  An  action  plan  should  be  devised  for  eliminating  hazards  or 
protecting  water  traffic  from  them.  Political,  legal  and  adminis¬ 
trative  actions  should  be  specified  as  well  as  technical  require¬ 
ments.  While  this  plan  is  being  developed,  there  are  other  types 
(see  below)  which  can  be  implemented  immediately  that  would  reduce 
hazards  to  navigation. 

Studies  should  also  be  made  to  determine  the  need  for  improved 
lighting  methods  for  night  barge  operations ,  to  insure  maximum 
safety  for  recreational  boaters. 

Regarding  Enforcement  of  Oerating  Regulations 

Compliance  with  bridge  regulations  is  imperative  to  insure  safe 
passage.  Operating  regulations  must  be  vigorously  enforced  by  the 
U.S.  Coast  Guard.  To  accomplish  this,  the  Acts  of  18  August  186U 
and  3  March  l899»  the  Bridge  Act  of  1906,  and  the  General  Act  of 
19^6,  should  be  amended  to  provide  for  civil  penalties  in  certain 
circumstances  and  for  other  purposes  as  recommended  by  the  USCG. 

Specifically,  the  USCG  should  modify  the  existing  Bridge-to-bridge 
Radio  Telephone  Regulations  to  require  the  use  of  radio  telephone  cells 
in  blind  situations. 

Regarding  Obstructive  Bridges 

The  USCG  should  conduct  a  study  to  forecast  the  magnitude  and 
nature  of  rail  and  vehicle  bridge  traffic  over  Mississippi  River 
operating-type  bridges  and  quantify  its  effect  on  safety  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  commercial  vessel  navigation.  This  study  should  include  an 
evaluation  of  the  utilization  of  existing  bridges  by  land  traffics. 
Recommendations  regarding  removal  of  under-utilized  bridges  could 
then  be  made. 

Where  new  bridges  are  proposed,  through  the  Truman  Hobbs  Act,  or 
otherwise,  the  USCG  should  develop  guidelines  for  assessing  the  impacts 
on  navigation.  The  parameters  to  be  considered  should  include  span, 
location  and  orientation  of  the  bridge  with  respect  to  channel  contours 
and  width  and  current  patterns .  Moveable  bridge  and  bridges  at  bends 
should  be  avoided  if  at  all  possible.  Present  water  traffic  density 
and  the  range  of  tow  dimensions  should  be  considered.  Expected  devel¬ 
opments  in  the  number  and  sizes  of  tows  and  in  the  types  of  cargo  car¬ 
ried  should  be  taken  into  account.  The  Truman  Hobbs  Act  should  be 
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amended  in  order  to  totter  impi  ement  tne  above  ::ieaoureo.  These  amend¬ 
ments  would  be: 

*  To  include  replacement  or  repair  oT  triage  protection  systems. 

*  To  include  benefits  to  laud  as  well  as  marine  interests .  Because 
public  money  is  being  spent,  the  total  public  benefit  should  be 
considered  in  benefit/cost  ratios. 

Regarding  Detectability  of  Bridges 

Plans  to  replace  or  rebuild  bridges  are  costly  ana  time-cons um- 
ing.  While  these  plans  are  being  developed  the  USCG  can  reduce 
navigation  hazards  by  immediately  improving:  l)  the  detectability 
of  bridge  piers  through  the  use  of  radar  transponders,  conical  re¬ 
flectors  or  laarking  with  reflective  tape  and,  l)  the  aids  to  navi¬ 
gation  on  approaches  to  bridges.  An  innovative  system  is  needed 
which  allows  pilots  to  line  up  and  maintain  alignment  with  greater 
accuracy,  especially  where  the  bridge  approach  includes  a  bend. 


RECGftENDATION  5 


Each  transportation  mode  has  unique  advantages  and  disadvantages. 
The  public  interest  will  best  be  served  by  focusing  public  policy  on 
the  development  of  an  efficient  inter-modal  transportation  system. 

The  State  and  Federal  DOT's  should  develop  policies  which  focus  on 
and  promote  inter-modal  transportation  systems.  In  developing  specific 
implementable  plans,  the  impacts  of  these  plans  on  each  transportation 
mode,  as  well  as  the  total  system  should  be  analyzed.  Specifically, 
these  agencies  should: 

*  Coordinate  federal,  state,  local,  and  private  interests  to  main¬ 
tain  and  improve  rail  service  to  key  port  areas . 

*  Insure  sufficient  highway  load  and  volume  capacity  to  key  port 
areas . 

*  Research  inland  port  development  including  analytical  support, 
development  of  technical  criteria  and  guidance,  and  monitoring 
and  documenting  port  activities. 

*  Develop  better  cooperation  between  states  for  common  waters  where 
area  wide  port  facilities  are  needed. 

*  Encourage  development  of  local  comprehensive  plans. 
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RECOtENDATION  6 


Industry  attempts  to  comply  with  permitting  procedures  in  order  to 
aquire  a  permit  for  fleeting  facilities  and/or  river  development  are 
often  time-consuming,  costly  and  frustrating. 

State  and  Federal  agencies  concerned  with  permitting  of  fleeting 
and  river  development  should  streamline,  where  applicable,  their  per¬ 
mitting  procedures  by  instituting  the  following  procedures  (all  crite¬ 
ria  and  procedures  in  recommendation  may  not  be  applicable  to  both 
State  and  Federal  governments ) : 

*  Establish  time  limits  in  which  comments  may  be  received  or  pro¬ 
ject  reviews  conducted. 

*  Coordinate  responses  between  various  agencies  or  departments 
within  a  state. 

*  Establish  more  precised  evaluation  guidelines  for  environmental 
analyses  so  that  project  assessments  can  be  accomplished  at  a 
reasonable  cost  and  in  a  timely  fashion. 

*  Require  documentation  supporting  objections  or  concerns  express¬ 
ed  by  agencies  or  individuals. 

*  Investigate  issuance  of  general  permits  for  minor  and  similar 
activities . 

These  procedures  are  not  intended  to  bypass  the  environmental  re¬ 
view  process  and/or  to  negate  the  final  approval  power  of  the  land  man¬ 
agement  agency. 


RECOrttNDATION  7 


To  date,  adequate  studies  to  identify  the  primary,  secondary,  and 
cumulative  impacts  of  barge  fleeting  have  not  been  undertaken  to  aid  in 
siting  of  fleeting  areas. 

The  RID/COE,  in  order  to  meet  anticipated  fleeting  requirements, 
should  undertake  studies  in  coordination  with  the  state  and  federal  re¬ 
source  agencies  to  assess  the  environmental  and  economic  impacts  of 
barge  fleeting  on  the  UMR.  These  studies  should  be  used  to  identify 
fleeting  sites  and  measures  which  will  protect  fish  and  wildlife  re¬ 
sources.  They  should  include  tree  damage,  backwater  mooring,  required 
dredging,  conflicts  with  other  uses,  turbidity,  shoreline  erosion  ef¬ 
fects  on  endangered  species,  introduction  and  resuspension  of  sediments 
and  the  total  ecosystem. 


environmental  summary 


1.  Component; 

Commercial  Transporta t i on 

2.  Tracing  numbers; 

A)  Final  _i _ 


B) 

Prep  1 

0 

PFWG  6160 ,  6081 ,  618; 

,  6l7S 

,  6176,  £177,  £189,  6  J 1 8 ,  £;■.£,  6if7 

B)  Work  group  s  r io  >• ,  c  c  o c ,  1 1  o  c ,  5500,  5908,  5509,  9509,  5916,  1009,  ion. ,  10 


3.  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

objective  i  t>,  improve  lock  processing  times  for  commercial  tows,  t 
re..:u.’  i  uf-  trum:  5  •.  rtur  i  cl  costs,  reduce!  fuel  consumpt  icr; ,  possible  reduced 
x  :•  tu  rl  anc*  t-  fir:.  at.d  wildlife  habitat  in  vicinity  of  locks  due  to  roiuev 
waiting  time,  and  minimize  rec  reat  i  on/cotnnerc  ial  conflict. 


A.  Short  title  of  proposed  action; 

Improvement  of  Ji^kinjo  efficiency  &  fafety  through  planning,  trainitf, 
distribution  >,f  information,  lock  structural  modification?  ar.d  recreate  r.  a 
c  r  a  ft  ho  I  d  i  tip  are  a 


5.  List  of  alternatives  evaluated; 

1.  H econtnended  Action 

2.  No  Action 

i.  1. 1  ininatc  recreation  craft  lockage 

*♦ .  Alternate  rec  reat  i  on  'eommere  i  a  1  lockage 

c> .  live  recreation  boats  priority 

6.  Construct  Separate  locks  for  roc  .  traffic 

7 .  Increase  launching  access  in  pool  v 

8.  Rebuild  and  enlarge  locks 

9.  Reduce  commercial  traffic 


6,  Brief  description  of  affected  envirowent: 

The  navigation  channel  from  Saverton,  Missouri  north  to  iuttenterg,  Iowa. 
More  directly  the  open  water  habitat  above  and  below  each  lock  structure 
(locks  10-22).  Where  recreational  craft  holding  areas  are  proposed  the 
aft'ected  environment  will  be  site  specific  where  these  areas  are  selected 
and  will  include  both  terrestrial  and  aquatic  habitat  (sites  not  yet 
selected) . 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component: 

I’usmiM  rcial  T  r  a  n  r-  y  ■  ■  r  t.  a  t  i  c.  n 

2.  Tracing  nlpbers: 

A)  Final _ _ 

B)  Prep  _ 

0  PFWG  1  LI _ 

D)  Work  group  ‘ " _ 


3.  ftjRPOSE,  NEED  AND  OBJECTIVE  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION: 

l  •.  i  r  i  :  r  *•  •:*  1  e  a  ran  c*  e  g  »  u  t  i  1  i  t  y 

i i  a v  i  f* a t  :  *  n  ha n  r  i :■  increase  t  h *• 

t  r-  :'•••  re  .'pi  i  1  s'  ,  dar.npe  t ' 

' '  '  v  ;,*■»?  i  r.  "(.hr*  1  i  f  V  i  c  u  i  4. 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action; 

P  '  D  ;  -  'i  :  •; :  •: r»f  at: :  t;;\  v  i  i  :>n  chart:-  . 


5.  List  of  alternatives  evaluated; 

1  .  •  •  A  ■ 

■  .  Y.O  Av'  T.  I  i .  j; 

• .  "r  ’■>*  ••  '-vif  . 

h  .  All  U:i 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

n  *»  V  ■  ,*  <1  t  .  *>  v  ;i  ♦  ♦*  r  ::  ar 
'■  1  :‘r  •r.  !!en  t  !iavi*-a*  ;  n  ♦  r< 

AT  T!  ir'i  F<- rru'.  at  ;  or 

i  »•  t  a  i  T  .•  i  i  -• -rift  i r.  *’  t  h  o  f«  T  P  '  f 


♦  h  »■  u|'|or  ‘'issifts  .  }  :  ; 

*  f  •  •:  »  h»-  hi  :•  i  v  ►*  r  . 
Apt'-r-  iix,  Velum*  li  ■  r 
F  •  rt  i  •  n  •’  t  h r  rivpr. 
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9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

hecomraerded  action  is  combination  of  alternative:;  i ,  4  ,  r>  ,  h ..  -j 
fully  address  the  problem.  Individual  alternatives  only  partially 
address  the  problem. 


10.  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  m  FONSI 

B)  [3  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A,  needed  Responsible  agency: 

D)  □  E.I.S.  needed  Responsible  agency:  _ 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component  : 

Commercial  Transportation 

2.  Tracing  nutters: 

A)  Final  3 _ 

B)  ft«p  __i _ 

0  PFWG  em _ 

D)  Work  group  w? _ 

3.  ftjRPOSE,  NEED  AND  OBJECTIVE  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION! 

The  overall  purpose  is  to  reduce  constraints  to  commercial 
navigation.  The  direct  need  identified  is  for  improved 
responsiveness  by  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  in  maintaining  navi¬ 
gation  aids  and  administering  the  aids  to  navigation  program. 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

U.S.  Coast  Guard  should  improve  the  aids  to  navigation  program 
through  better  trained  personnel,  better  equipment,  and  coor¬ 
dination. 


5.  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  Recommended  Action 

2.  No  Action 

3.  Expand  channel  dimensions 

Another  government  agency  perform  A/N  services 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

Commercial  navigation  channel  from  head  of  navigation  to  mouth 
of  Ohio  River,  directly,  and  adjacent  backwater  areas  indirectly. 
See  PFWG  Draft  Technical  Appendix,  Volume  II  for  detailed  dis¬ 
cretion  of  environment. 
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7.  Environ-cntal  consequences  of  alternatives  considered:  8.  References: 


Recommended 

There  are  a  i verse  Impacts  associate.! 

with  tru-  :••••.*  't:\ei.dat.  Voter*  ia!  positive 

Lmrai'ts  ;  l  e  reduced.  F  nmental 

u e >■  .1  a »*  t.  ^  *•  e •’ u c e d  mt*r  r"*  r f  i  lent 

a n  i  ;j  leciu  y  hazard  v u ..  *  r  . 

A  T'  V.-  ;  ]  I  •• : .  :  ;  at.: 

to  Action 

A  .  *  t  i  r-  vir.b  a  i  is  *.  nnv  i  gat  i .  ».  vu.  i 

re  iver.vcs  n .i  that-:  continued  rct«;.t;al 

:■  r  1  .  .  .  r  nr..:  :ama»:e  t:  property  at  j  1  lie 

9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

o  -■  rr.  n.  e i  el  A  e  ‘  ion  w  a  j  :  l  e  r.  t  i  fie  d  b  y  the  A  T  V.'  ~  c  t  h  e  m  c  s  A  c  a  *. 

>•  ffec  *  i  vo  ccni'irc  to  ni  dress  the  state*..!  :.';e  1. 


10.  Environmental  documents  required; 


A) 

El 

FONSI 

B) 

E3 

This  assessment  adequate 

0 

□ 

Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency;-.  . . 

Cons*. 

Guard  -  !•  e  : 

D) 

□ 

E.l.S.  needed  Responsible  agency: 

U.  fc DITIONAL  DISCUSSION/NOTES; 

Tart  of  the  action  calls  for  a  study  of  industry  requirements. 

While  the  study  does  not  require  EA  or  Flo,  the  results  may  require 
such  documentation  if  study  recommends  actioi^s  having  significant 
impacts . 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component  : 

Commercial  Transportation 

2.  Tracing  iosers: 

A)  Final  Jl _ _ 

B)  ftep  _ _ _ 

C)  me  tl8t’  6l8T«  6188,  6198,  6.7? 

D)  *KK  GROUP 


3,  RjRPOSE,  need  and  objective  of  PROPOSED  ACTION: 

Jirert  uljin-'  I.:.  :  -.v ,-n*  ;  r,  *.-i i 

iotect  at  ;  i  *.  y  . 


t),  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

f  r--  bridge  rating  r-vulationc  ,  improve  bridge  detect  a 
v  i  .  i  *.  y  . 


5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1  .  h  e  c  o  m  m  e  n  1  e  -1  A  c  t  i  -  r. 

II..  Actio:. 

i  .  f  c  r  e  *■-  c  r  i  r.  i  n  a '  p  e  r>.  a  1 1  i  e  s 
u  .  F  e r. r.  v e  •: :  .'true*  i  v e  t  r  i  dger 
5  .  Improve  t  r  i  d  g  e  a  1  i  g  n  r.  e  r.  t 

6.  Construct  guide walls  at  bridges 

7.  Restrict  vessel  traffic 
a.  Remove  obstructions 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

Commercial  Navigation  Channel  in  CP  EAT  TT  Ctudy  area,  in 
general,  and  aquatic  habitat  near  existing  bridges  and 
identified  hazardous  areas. 
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7,  Ewirowental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered: 


teCOftEMDED 


r  ri-prr  r'  y  , 
■i  i  rcc  t  :y 
cc; 5  1  .1  \  e 


:i  ti  i  a :  i  t. t  w  i 
c 1*.‘  i  i'y  rt  dii 
:i •  1  u m  tic  <*r.vi  ri  i 


Action 

Increase 

-i  ]  o  t.  e  r:  t :  a  .  TV  r  accident:;  , 

de  l  aye  a 

bridges , 

and  ir.tcrr.oda!  conflicts 

will 

result  f 

roc.  r.  a.-* t.  ion  in  relations 

h ip  to 

i  r.  o  r  e  a  e 

::  in  -or.nerclal  traffic  o 

the 

"  er: . 

9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

7 e.  r r.ri *:•  n  i  e  1  action  !  :;o  :  ui e ;•  a 

the  v n r  i  e •  J  hficur.:  jrrc  t  ’  v.r.  idertifi 


10.  Envirowental  documents  required: 

A)  Q  FONSI 

B)  Q  This  assessment  adequate 

0  G1  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency:  ~  1 >c’  '  1 

D)  □  E.I.S.  needed  Responsible  agency:  _ 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 

Enforcement.  of  existing  regulation,  ir.prover.pnt  of  bridge  pier 
detectability  and  institution  of  a  process  to  assess  impacts 
should  r.ot  significantly  affect  the  environment.  studies  may 
identify  alternative  actions  that  may  require  further  environ¬ 
mental  documents. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component: 

0  o  mm e  r  c  i  a  1  Transportation 

2.  Tracing  nufkrs: 

A)  Final  _ _ 

B)  Prep  _£ _ 

0  PFWG  _L_: _ 

D)  Work  group  _21£_ _ 

3.  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

The  unique  ailvantafes  ami  d  i  sad  vant  ar**  j  • •'■act.  r..-de  :  f  trans¬ 
portation  need  to  be  taken  into  c  on  s  i  ie  r  a  t.  i  n  .  rr*-r:t  .•  t.  at,  e 
and  feiera]  policies  ilea.  with,  each  mode  individually,  result:  nr 
in  an  inefficient  and  frarner.te  i  nj  j.  roacli  to  <  rail  trans¬ 
port  at  ion  p.i  1  icy  . 


A.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

Promote  i  rite  rr.o  :1a transportation  policy  and  plan:?. 


5.  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  Recommended  Action 
.  Individual  modal  administration 
i .  No  actio n 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  envirow€NT: 

This  action,  if  adopted  or;  a  national  scale,  will  have  nation¬ 
wide  implications  in  long-term  development  and  planning  for  all 
transportation  modes.  For  the  GREAT  TI  ftudy  area  the  navigatioi. 
channel  and  its  various  elements  will  most  directly  be  affected. 


7  EnvIROWCNTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF  ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED: 


.  r-«-  h  -■  •  -  :  ■  *  wit!,  i  r. 

fc  Action 

9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 


10,  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  Q  FONSI 

B)  [33  This  assessment  adequate 

0  CD  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency: 
D)  □  E.i.S.  needed  Responsible  agency: _ 

11,  Additional  discussion/notes; 

j-ec*  v  f  i  i:r.s  |  r.'i  1  Vy  H.  «-r  ’  f'-r  ♦  inrl  ^ 
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feFERENCES: 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component: 


Commercial  Transportation 

2.  Tracing  miners: 

A)  Final  __i _ 

B)  Ftep  _I _ 

0  PFWG  _ 

D)  Work  group  ‘ 5 :  ■ _ 

3.  ftjRPOSE,  NEED  AND  OBJECTIVE  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION: 

The  purpose  of  this  action  is  to  streamline  the  permitting/review 
process  for  targe  fleeting  and  terminal  areas  as  past  experience 
has  ienorst rated  that  the  current  process  is  expensive  and  time 
c;  n suiting  to  the  industry. 


A,  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

Ct ream  line  the  permitting  process  f c r  fleeting  areas  ani  river 
development  projects. 


5.  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  Hecommendeci  action 

2.  Do  nothing 

3.  Eliminate  permit  procedures 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

Actions  in  the  river  corridor,  especially  potential  fleeting  areas 
and  shoreline  advantageous  for  industrial  and  commercial  develop¬ 
ment,  are  regulated  by  current  permitting  process  and  may  be  affec¬ 
ted  by  this  recommendation.  Gee  Draft  PFWG  Technical  Appendix, 
Volume  II  for  more  detailed  description  of  the  river  corridor 
envi ronment . 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  COMPONENT: 


. .1  mm e  r i*  i  a  1  Tran s po  rt  ati  u n 


2.  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  '' 

B)  Prep  :-s 

a  pwg  L-ii 

D)  Work  group 


Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

Tlit?  j  jr;  cue  c:’  this  rec  umne  nda  t  i  or.  i t 
impact  a  establishing  targe  f. 
ip;i  i  c  ur;J  .■jystenvi'ie  basis.  Studies 
i n. p ft c *  s  <■  f  barge  fleeting  on  the  UMh  as 
is  inadequate. 


r.;r.;:e  t r.e  ei. v  :  r r. - 
n  g  area  c  n  a  site 
;  i.ee-lei  to  identify 
date,  t  h  ;  r  k  r.  v  *.  e  4  g  <r 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

I L  ‘  '  D  C  E  undertake  studies*  t<»  i  .Jet:' 
w i  it1  in v- a o t  o  of  bar g e  f 1  e e t  1  r. g  a r. 
for  barge  fleeting. 


List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  i*.  e commend  e  i  A  c  t  i  •  • 

«?  .  Eliminate  noc-ri  n  g  1 

3.  Identify  needed  fleet 

to  protest  r*-s*'  irser 
U  .  I*  t  j  d  y  i  m  p  a  '  *  ••  .  f  f  ;  ••  *• 

5.  No  Action 


6,  Brief  description  of  affected  envirow«nt: 

The  main  channel  ar.l  lack  water?  of  tne  l’:jer 
from  .‘aver ton,  Mioocuri  north  to  l  iUer.t  erp, 
detailed  d  e  r  c  r  i  p  t  i  o  r.  see  the  Draft  PF*'j  Teel 
Vo 1 ume  1  I  . 


specific  a !.  j  syst 
accept a tie  sites 


i  -  r  :  t sijfi  River 

-  w  h .  For  a 

-  a  1  Appendix* 


7.  EfNIROffrENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF  ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED: 


8.  References 


10.  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  □  FONSI 

B)  [J]  This  assessment  adequate 

0  CD  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency:  £_?  - 

D)  □  E. I. S.  needed  Responsible  agency: _ 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 

A  .*  t  i r  r. ::  rTM'cr.r.»r:ieJ  as  a  result  o4.'  the  Ft-idy  ray  require 
a  l  i  i  t.  i  jtial  F'.A.  cr  F  .  7  .  ~  .  depurentat  i  :r. . 


B.  CHANNEL  MAINTENANCE 


NOTE  : 


There  was  no  "Display  of  Accounts"  developed 
for  this  component  during  the  planning  process. 
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RECOf’T^HNDAT  I  ON  8 


RID/COE  and  agencies,  participating  on  the  OSIT  should  take  action 
immediately  to  implement  tae  plans  and  programs  contained  in  the  GREAT 
II  Channel  Maintenance  Handbook. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component: 

v*  i.atuie  1  M a  i  r.  t  e  r. a  r.  e e 

2.  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final _ £ _ 

g)  f^£p  l.  -  cc-r.li  r.at  i  oti  of  I'REFS  9,10,1!  ,12 , 1 3 , lA , 3 ) 
Q  pf^g  fcOOl  -  6153  and  fc :> U 3  -  C:Cl 

D)  Work  group  f»  _ 


3,  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

A  primary  goal  of  the  '*!•  EAT  II  Tear,  was  the  development  of  an 
environmentally  ;i  r.  1  eronorai cal ly  sound  channel  maintenance  \  1  a 
The  Channel  Maintenance  Handbook,  a  supplement  to  the  Main  hep 
is:  adopted  by  reference  in  this  reccmrcendat  i  on . 


A.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

Adopt  the  GREAT  II  Channel  Maintenance  Mar;  ar.d  Chanel 
Maintenance  Handbook . 


5.  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1  .  Recommended  Action 

2 .  No  Action 

3.  Alternatives  within  the  Plan  (See  iter.  11) 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  envirowent: 

The  main  channel,  all  potential  dredged  material  disposal  site 
the  backwaters  and  associated  resources  will  all  be  affected. 
See  maps  and  tables  in  Channel  Maintenance  Handbook  and  the 
Project  Area  Description  in  the  PFWG  Draft  Technical  Appendix, 
Volume  II  for  location  of  dredge  cuts,  disposal  sites  and 
related  environment.  Also  see  attached  special  Environmental 
Summary  for  dredge  material  disposal  plan. 
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7,  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered;  8.  Inferences: 


Recommended 

.  i  gi:  i.  “  i  .*  an ►* v  i  -  riit.tr  u  t  u  imju'tc.  '•  he::<J 

"i  r  •-  i  i  .  ‘ t-  i  ,  i  n  ;  a  r  t  ,  in  t  f. e  !•'  1 1  ' K 

1  u  7  r  v  i  r  ’  a  1  I  n:  r  a .■  t  t  a  t  «•  me 1  f r 

t  pe  rat  i  or.  as.  i  ::.a  :  s.tenanov  f  the  7  ic-  *. 

liv  i  vi  *.  i  t.  project.  •  re  i  in.  inary  rite- 
p  e  '  i  f  ;  c  «...  si  v  I  -  o  r.  jr. e t  a  I  data  f  o  r  }  h  K  A  T  I  1 
rec  cmrr.en  ied  (: rimary)  ami  alternative  sites 
are  contained  it.  the  Channel  Maintenance 
Handbook.  There  are  :  nt?  uff  i  c  i  en  t  iata  to 
make  a  complete  impact  analysis  of  the 
plan,  and  alternatives  ;see  i  t  o.t:  10). 

Aji  **.r. : :  x 

FW: 

Maintenance  Hand¬ 
's.  ■  *  i..  K  ,  a  n  u  i  a  t  a  a  o 
de  {•  c  ri  t.p  i  i  r.  i  t  r  - 
duct o r y  : .  a r r a  t i v  *  • 
(parti  III  ar.d  IV.. 

to  Action 

C h a r. n e  1  K ainter.an ? e  activities  would  be 
conducted  in  accordance  with  permitting 
procedures  and  existing  ’.aw r,  as  interpreted 
solely  by  the  KIP /COE. 

9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

The  Channel  Maintenance  Handbook  is  a  product  of  the  dp'.KAT  IT  Tear, 
and  represents  an  end  product  of  research  and  recoRPendatic-ns  by 
all  agencies  involved. 

10.  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  □  FONSI 

B)  Q  This  assessment  adequate 

C)  D  Additional  E, A.  needed  Responsible  agency: _ 

D)  CD  E. I. S,  NEEDED  ^SPONSIBLE  AGENCY:  RID/COE  -  Gee  belcw _ 


11.  telTIONAL  discussion/notes: 

Item  2.D.  Work  "roups  numbers:  1009,  1002,  1003  ,  350T  ,  3007  ,  3008  ,  3020, 
1012,  5510  ,  5511  ,  5502,  1007,  3501  ,  3001  ,  2,  10,  1505,  5002  ,  1002,  LJOi, 
3010  ,  1031  ,  3630,  5526,  3036,  3019,  3502  ,  1  01  ,  1005,  1*501  ,  1502  ,  1503  , 
1501,  5503 


Existing  ETC  for  operation  and  maintenance  cf  the  9  foot  navigation 
project  would  be  amended  where  necessary  prior  to  implementation  cf 
those  portions  of  the  CMP  which  require  such  action  under  require¬ 
ments  of  NEPA . 


ENVIPUNMNTAI  SUfTAPY 


1.  COMPONENT:  Channel  Maintenance 


2.  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  _ 

B)  Prep  _ 

0  PFWG  _ 

D)  Work  group  _ 


3.  ftjRPOSE,  NEED  AND  OBJECTIVE  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION: 

One  of  the  paramount  reasons  for  the  organization  of  GREAT  was  opposition  of  various  agencies 
and  states  to  disposal  sites  and  dredging  methods  used  by  the  COL.  Critics  showed  that 
dredged  material  disposal  adversely  affected  fish  and  wildlife,  water  quality,  and  flood 
heights.  Therefore,  a  primary  objective  of  GREAT  II  was  to  develop  a  plan  to  ensure  that 
channel  maintenance  activities  are  carried  out  in  an  environmentally  acceptable  manner. 

Six  subobiectives  were  also  de /eloped. 


4,  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

Dredge  Material  Disposal  Plan 


5.  LIST  OF  ALTERNATIVES  EVALUATED:  Over  y$0  disposal  sites  were  considered  by  either  the  work 

gruuus,  PFWG,  DOSSTr',  or  the  GREAT  II  Team.  These  sites  were  used  to  consider  six  general 
planning  alternatives.  These  are: 

1.  Historical  -  site  are  or  are  similar  to  sites  used  for  disposal  in  the  past. 

2.  floodplain  -  sites  located  in  floodplain 

3.  RFFP  -  all  sites  other  than  beach  sites  are  removed  from  the  floodplain 

4.  PFWG  long  Term  -  long  term  plan  selected  by  PFWG 

5.  Primary  Sites  -  disposal  sites  selected  by  GREAT  II  Team 

6.  Primary  Sites  with  Stockpiling  -  sites  selected  by  GREAT  II  Team  with  reduced  acreage 

due  to  stockpiling 


6.  BRIEF  DESCRIPTION  OF  AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT;  affected  environment  includes  sites  in  the  UMR 
floodplain  and  a  few  sites  above  the  historical  floodplain.  For  assessment  purposes,  the 
affected  environment  has  been  grouped  into  the  following  habitat  types: 

1.  Wetlands-all  types  except  forested  wetlands 
c.  L'jrflc'.nc!  hardwoods -all  forested  well ar.d- 

7 .  Acjric-*! i.u'Vi  f  eTC-.ill  • » **; n beinuj  actively  'r.nneJ  vicludin^  plowed  fields 

‘  .  5  ev»»»‘- levees  ar.i<  areas  -Jjacent  lc  levees  UMially  c*.»r. fisting  of  grasses,  forbs,  vines* 

shrubs,  and  a  few  tnvs. 

5.  Old  field  -  includes  fields  not  in  cultivation,  pastures,  and  all  other  areas  that  are  a 

mix  of  grasses,  forbs,  shrubs,  and  trees  that  do  not  fit  into  one  of  the  other  habitat  types. 

6.  Aquatic-all  open  water  habitats  except  wetlands 

7.  Mowed  grass-grass  mowed  regularly  (i.e.  more  than  once  a  year) 

8.  Breeched  levee  -  levee  in  U.S.  FWS  Spring  Lake  Wildlife  Management  Area.  Evaluates  restora¬ 
tion  of  levee  only  and  not  secondary  impacts  of  improved  wildlife  management. 

9.  Dredged  material  -  includes  all  non-vegetated  sandy  areas 

10.  Developed  -  includes  all  areas  which  are  highly  disturbed  by  man's  activities. 

The  habitat  type  of  each  disposal  site  alternative  was  determined  by  use  of  US  FWS  1 975 
aerial  photography  and  photos  taken  by  the  DMUWG  for  the  DDSSTF. 


T'h  :  c  :  a  j-ec*  I  a  I  5- v  !  r ■  :  - 
ir:  «-*  r.1 * *  4 5 6 7 8 9 10-  a  i  . '  u  n.m  ary  for  t  r. 

!r»*>lr-  Viitcriit:  I  :  .  j  .  a  . 

P 1  a :  •  rtl-.r.  ■  •*  C i. -t :. v  1 

Ma  :  nt^r.afice  Mar.. 
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C.  COMMERCIAL/ INDUSTRIAL/UTILITY  DEVELOPMENT 


l 

I 


hi 


RECOftBDATION  9 


The  GREAT  II  studies  addressed  the  commercial/industrial/utility 
component  only  briefly  through  a  contract  to  "identify  the  problems 
and  needs  of  commercial  river  use".  A  report  was  prepared  by  the  con¬ 
tractor  and  recommendations  were  made.  A  number  of  the  recommendations 
in  the  report  have  already  been  made  by  other  work  groups  ( i .  e . ,  CTWG 
and  RWG).  However,  the  overall  need,  a  lack  of  complete,  accurate  data 
(or  consolidation  of  existing  data)  regarding  economic  use  of  the  UMR 
corridor,  has  not  been  addressed. 

There  is  a  need  to  document  economic  development  problems  in  compil¬ 
ing  sources  for  the  report,  the  contractor  observed  that  little  informa¬ 
tion  was  available  on  certain  subjects.  In  order  to  do  an  accurate  an¬ 
alysis  of  the  commercial/industrial/utility  needs  of  the  UMR  corridor, 
state  and  federal  agencies  should,  in  cooperation  with  each  other,  ini¬ 
tiate  a  program  which  would  include  the  following  studies: 

*  Development  studies  that  show  the  interrelated  economic  impacts 
(benefits  and  costs)  that  all  industries  located  in  the  study 
area  have  on  the  general  economy,  especially  as  they  relate  to 
all  modes  of  transportation. 

*  Detailed  studies  that  assess  prime  waterway  related  industries  to 
determine  those  that  are  attractive  to  selected  communities. 

*  Detailed  analysis  of  the  development  needs  and  requirements  of 
these  industries. 

*  A  study  to  determine  the  relationship  of  all  land  uses  in  the  UMR 
to  industrial  development,  and  the  problems  and  the  needs  that  re¬ 
sult  from  this  relationship. 

*  A  study  to  determine  the  potential  for  hydropower  generation  with¬ 
in  the  GREAT  II  area. 


1*3 


'■'NVIRONf'ENTAL  SUITARY 


1,  COMPONENT: 

2,  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  1 _ 

B)  Prep  _  _ 

0  PFWG  •: _ 

D)  Work  group  _  A  1 ; _ 

3,  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 


4,  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

m  iy  ^  : »  i  •*  \  r  r  ’  t  «r./  ,  ne 

VV|.]  i-  5  *■•  1  «  I.  i  u *■*  . 

5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

I.  :•  *-<:  ■ rnrn « •  r*  »i  *>  i  A  l*  t  i 
.  .  .  a  i  ■  ■  n 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

“ r  V  i  SS i  •• '  i :  I  1  Mver  •»rrt-l.jr  ft 
r..:rth  *.  pr.-,  va  ,  >(i  Mie  :‘FV. 

V.’  -irr.p  ::  for  i  o  *.  a  !  1 1  !<»:•  r'r  i  ft ;  *.-t. . 


7.  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered: 


tecorttroED 


No  Action 


9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 


10,  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  □  FONSI 

B)  [J  This  assessment  adequate 

0  O  Additional  E.A,  needed  Responsible  agency; 
D)  □  E.I.S,  needed  Responsible  agency: 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 
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|  D.  FLOODPLAIN  MANAGEMENT 
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FUDGDPLAIN  DEVELOFtENT  COP 


O  "O  X) 
*rH  C  C 
H  fi  IS  fl) 
r-4  O  «  « 
•H  ’H  3  3 
B  M  O  O 
£ 

iA  ^  4-4  U 

r-4  <N  00 
H  CO  -sT  IN 
</></></></> 


rO  •  I 

,  -C  ON  o  o 

4-1  >*  —t  o  CN 

nj  T3  ctf  CO 

0  3  0.  3  HI  c- 

U  UJ  4-4  7)  0)  U4 

U  «  K  C  ^  00K 

u  a-  a)  Hi  <a  2, 

o  oo  ,  6  >  <-» 

o.  d  i  CO  i 

a  *h  -a  c 

3  H  U  U)  O  "O  >. 

20  0)  CO  CO  -H  O  T3 

%  •  -a  cd  4-4  o  a 

I  00  •  o  X  -  Q-*  • — t  4-J 

—<  u  g  ^  35  u  w  v? 


1 

4-4 

s 

P 

<TJ 

V 

X> 

-C 

14-4 

3. 

x) 

00 

O 

0 

o 

P 

H 

o 

O 

i—4 

V 

r-i 

V4 

O 

> 

4-1 

.C 

<U 

4-4 

4-> 

TJ 

"O 

C 

CD 

CO 

O 

>. 

u 

4J 

u 

4J 

p 

CO 

•H 

"d 

O 

M 

c 

1 

Q) 

CJ 

1) 

3  1 

1 

1 

03 

4-4 

§  ■ 

a 

1 

CD 

4-4 

• 

00 

d) 

0  • 

• 

< 

M 

<TJ 

-O 

0  e 

n 

“vO 

~CU 

o 

O 

o 

CO 

M 

4-4 

U 

<4-1 

0) 

o 

*M 

3 

o 

T3 

e 

o 

CO 

CO 

*.-< 

<u 

CO 

4-4 

u 

O 

4J 

CCS 

u 

*H 

c 

> 

«« 

d» 

u 

o> 

T> 

0 

O 

1 

co 

C 

V-4 

o 

d) 

nj 

CM 

(fl 

1 

W4 

cn 

O  1 

i 

1 

pu 

3 

d 

U  1 

i 

II 

0 

C 

CJ 

« 

£ 

CCJ 

c  • 

• 

< 

aa 

4-4 

i-C 

<D  o 

Q 

TJ  I 

<V  "O  i  I  Q>  <J  •  d> 

m  e  w  *a  w  d>  c#  •&  jz 

■H  fl!  II  J)  fi  IS  •*—)  4J  d)  4-1 

f :  D-  >  *-»  O  Xi  U 


t :  m.  p  u  -u  w 

♦M  .-4  O  CD  CJ  M  <D  M 

iJ  (0V4tJM  u  o.  H  p  O 

-4  a,  *h  a.  a.  cr 

H  ^  ?4_»£cx:o'i)4JC 

c-*4<u<n?cg  v  u  a  -r* 
ijainjca)  £  u  a  o  is 


c  t:  -h  u  cn  *j  o  d>  r-< 

■a  ■»<  u  <m  ns  o  u  ^  si  a 

l3lOM-^U<UMr-4S  > 

I  0  ft)  d>  C^lliw0T)0,3  I 

i  n  u  g  to  <y  to  jz  corHgoi 
0  d)  0  00  -a  p  o 

•  .OOt-'O.O*^®  »  O  O  «-•  • 

ca  cj  4J  o  4.-  o  u  £  u  u  <j  *j  «m  a 


o  •*-»  35  »  o  o  f-t  • 

u  £  u  u  o  v*.  a 


displayed  in  the  Environmental  Quality  Account. 


RECOMMENDATION  10 


The  states  of  Wisconsin,  Iowa,  Illinois  and  Missouri  should  coordi¬ 
nate  to  develop  consistent  management  and  use  of  the  Mississippi  River 
floodplain,  compatible  with  the  recommendations  of  GREAT. 


RECOMMENDATION  11 


The  CCS  should  seek  adequate  funding  to  provide  detailed  floe  i 
■■  uniary/ floodway  maps  of  the  'JMR  corridor,  uased  or.  detailed  ny irauli  : 
-titles,  tc  -c  used  for  flood  insurance  and  floodplain  management  pur- 
■-  res.  '.'he  mapping  effort  should  be  closely  coordinated  with  the  mat., 
me  tiling  of  the  f* ood  flows  and  flood  heights  of  the  UMR  floaup_ain  f^r 
management  purposes.  (UKKBC  Technical  Floodplain  Management  Task  Force 
Report  iated  August  1978.) 


RECOrfENDATION  12 

The  RID /COE  should  seek  funding  to  examine  in  coordination  with  the 
USDA,  USFWS  and  state  management  agencies  in  further  detail  the  product 
of  GREAT  I  and  GREAT  II  Fish  and  Wildlife,  Side  Channel,  and  Sediment 
and  Erosion  Work  Groups  along  with  other  pertinent  information,  to  de¬ 
termine  if:  sediment  accretion  in  backwaters  and  subsequent  plant  suc¬ 
cession  and  floodplain  disposal  of  dredged  material  is  affecting  flood¬ 
ing. 


This  effort  should  identify  all  assumptions  relative  to  data  mani¬ 
pulation.  Upon  completion  of  this  review,  the  COE  should  publish  the 
results  of  this  review  including  technical  data  which  either  support  or 
refute  the  contention  that  backwater  sediment  accretion  and/or  flood- 
plain  disposal  of  dredged  material  is  raising  flood  levels. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component: 

2.  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  _ 

B)  to  _ _ 

0  PWG  1  ■ _ 

D)  Work  group  _ 

3.  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 


5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 
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9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 


10.  Envirowiental  documents  required: 

A)  □  FONSI 

B)  Q  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency 

D)  □  E. I. S.  needed  Responsible  agency: 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 

. .  *•-  " :  :  *  ‘  ;.  -  .  •  J  :  rvc  t  f.  hai.  the  i 

.»•  •'  1  i  e  1 . 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component; 

1  •  ■-  -If  H  '  t. 

2.  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  : ! _ 

B)  Prep  " : :  '  '  : '  1 ; 

0  PfWG  _ j. _ 

D)  Work  group  ; 

3.  Rjrpose,  need  and  objective  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION: 


4,  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 


5.  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

heoorx.t.-t.doJ  ni-t  : 

5» 

'<■! F< roque.t  fund  r 

Kfich  ?•'  :i  i  ;t  t.  r*  i  »t  rc  ]  -if  r  ♦  fund.- 

UMi-.BC  rpqiic.-i  f  ii  t;  ■  1 . 

Ki'MA  :>*fc  run  ir 
'■  tater-  pro  v  i  !*■  r:n  i 


h 

5 

6 


6. 


Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 


Management  action  result  i  ::r  fri  m  r: «  re  let  a 
would  affect  the  UMH  i-yst^rr:  from  f\a  v  e  r  t.  <  n  , 
to  'iuttenlerr ,  i  own  .  fee  FFVM  Technical  A 
IT  for  detailed  clor.crif  t  ion  . 
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7,  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF  ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED;  8.  REFERENCES; 


Recommended 

r  '  la:'/,  r  r  ■  •- 

a  -V  :  •_  H  t  ft  as  j  • 

r  ~  r ! •>'?  i  i  r.  *  -  - 

'i-'lo :  y  o  r  r  '■  *  i  v e 
(  parts  IT!  a:..:  1 V  !■ 

to  Action 

«■>  r.  o  i  a  1  i  r.:  f  act  s  (  i  .  e .  tetter  na  n  a  gem  e  u  t 

and  r^iu-fl  !'!<•>  •!  damages )  von  1  d  not  be 

Same  a.s  above 

9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative; 

]r.FA?  T!  Team  ietermi  ned  that  FID/  COE  would  bo  r.out  likely  agency  tc 
needed  funds  and  apply  then  to  problems  in  the  study  area. 


10.  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  CD  FONSI 

B)  m  This  assessment  adequate 

0  0  Additional  E.A,  needed  Responsible  agency:  see  beiou _ 

D)  □  E.l.S,  needed  Responsible  agency:  _ 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 

If  result  f  r.afpir.r  and  model  use  results  in  proprams  requiring 
relocation;  l**vee  j  reject?  etc.  additional  E.A.  and  E.I.C.  may 
be  require'!. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


Component: 

V  o ■  -1  p  1  h  i  n  M a  n  a ftece r;  t 

Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  _i_ _ 

B)  Prep  _ _ 

0  PFWG  _ 

D)  Work  group  _ _ 

Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

Accretion  of  s  *:*  i  i ::: f t  in  backwater  a:.(i  i  i po  s  a  i  <, f  drei  red 
maturin',  i  s  b  e  i  c  v  o  d  t.  o  a  f f  e  e  t  f  i v.  o  d  i  r.  r  i  n  the  U  V.  h  c  y  ^  ♦.  **  r. . 
rei.olutir.;:  of  t  h  i  j  mater  i  e  needed  ’  ,  jr\*:l<-  definitive 
direction  to  ftfene  i  es  in  overall  a j:  r  h  t  minis .\z*r 
fl'-'od  damage. 


Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

MD/C'-F  fur.dlr.r  to  i  'current  p  r  *•  i  f  L-.iir.eM  a.:  c  re¬ 
tie  n  a  n  1  1  mat  •  •  r  1  a  '  d  ;  p  t  .•  a  :  . 


List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1  .  !•: e c  nr.no  n  if*  i  A  :■  *  '  r. 


Brief  description  of  affected  envirow*nt: 

The  floolplain  f  the  UM!<  from  rave  rt  n ,  Missouri  north  to 
■Tut  tenter^,  Iowa  raild  i  n  the  1  cr,^  t.prr.  ,  t  •  •  a  f  fee  tea.  fee 
F’FWii  w’raft  Technical  Appendix,  Volume  II  for  detailed  de¬ 
scription. 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 


LW/IRCNB  .  ECi  1  It.  ATIVES  CONSIDERED:  8,  REFERU.Ct: 


9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

A  •.  c*'i :  i  :  .  t  n  Ay,  r  n  •:.*  i  v vould  not  receive  the-  issues, 


10.  ENVIROW1ENTAL  DOCUMENTS  REQUIRED: 

A)  Q]  F0NS1 

B)  [3  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency: 
D)  □  E.I.S.  needed  Responsible  agency:  _ 

11,  Additional  discussion/notes: 


E.  RECREATION 
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DISPLAY  OF  ACCOUNTS 
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Non-quantif iable  economise  benefits  and  costs  are 
displayed  in  the  Envirorsaental  Quality  Account. 


RECOITENDATION  13 


Late  in  the  GREAT  II  study  process,  the  COE  policy  of  cancelling 
recreation  lease  sites,  as  per  Executive  urder  11988,  Floodplain  Man¬ 
agement,  became  a  major  item  of  public  concern.  GREAT  II  did  not  ad¬ 
dress  this  problem  directly,  but  felt  that  the  matter  required  further 
evaluation.  It  is  therefore  recommended  that  the  RID/COE  conduct  a 
complete  analysis  of  the  policy  determination  to  use  such  lands  for 
recreation,  fish  and  wildlife  or  floodplain  management  purposes.  Plans 
designating  the  proposed  uses  of  these  areas  should  be  developed.  The 
needs  analysis  and  planning  process  should  include  citizen  representa¬ 
tion  from  both  lease  holders  and  non-lease  holders  in  the  project  area. 

This  study  should  be  completed  as  soon  as  possible  and  recommenda¬ 
tions  made  relative  to  the  enforcement  or  modification  of  Executive 
Order  11988. 


RECQfTtNDATION  14 


In  order  to  properly  manage  the  UMR  for  recreation,  information  on 
the  amounts  of  various  types  of  use,  types  of  facilities  available,  the 
use  of  the  various  facilities  and  the  distribution  of  the  use  is  needed. 
State  management  agencies  can  use  this  information  to  predict  not  only 
the  future  use  of  recreation  areas  but  they  can  better  predict  the 
specific  types,  number  and  locations  of  needed  facilities. 

GREAT  II  compiled  information  primarily  on  dredge  material  beach 
use.  In  order  to  compile  a  complete  set  of  data  for  all  recreational 
uses  of  the  UMR,  the  management  agencies  should: 

*  Develop  a  statistically  reliable  recreation  survey  for  all  rec¬ 
reation  uses  (includes  hiking,  photography,  bird-watching,  hunt¬ 
ing,  fishing  and  trapping)  of  the  total  river  corridor  and  the 
total  use  incurred. 

*  Implement  a  recreation  use  monitoring  system  which  includes  an 
update  of  the  existing  facility  inventory. 

*  Utilize  the  existing  supply  inventory  of  facilities  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  an  inventory  of  the  undeveloped  (for  recreation)  areas 
to  determine  the  potential  locations  for  facility  development. 

The  collection  of  this  information  should  be  coordinated  with  other 
recreational  planning  efforts,  including  the  UMRBC ,  UMRCC,  USFWS,  and 
COE  to  ensure  compatibility  of  recreation  activities. 
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RECOfttNDATION  15 


The  Mississip  i  Hi  3.  h<  n  t  in  the  past,  been  considered  in  the 
development  of  State  Comp fen  ins j.ve  Outdoor  Recreation  Plans  (SCORP). 
In  order  to  facilitate  satisfactory  completion  of  Recommendation  14, 
state  management  agenc' e-  should: 

*  Include  the  UMR  as  a  SCORP  subject. 

*  Coordinate  the  activities  of  the  SCORP  planners. 


RECOITENDATION  16 


Once  the  information  outlined  has  been  collected,  the  state  manage¬ 
ment  agencies  (in  coordination  with  the  UMRBC,  the  COE,  the  USFWS  and 
other  appropriate  agencies)  can  begin  to  address  the  UMR  in  more  detail. 
They  should  begin  by  evaluating  the  needs  and  potentials  for  all  types 
of  recreational  use  and  development  for  each  pool  in  the  GREAT  II  reach. 
When  these  needs  have  been  fully  identified,  recreation  management  ob¬ 
jectives  should  be  developed  for  each  pool. 


RECOMMENDATION  17 


A  more  specific  problem  along  the  river  has  been  the  lack  of  ade¬ 
quate  access.  However,  recreational  access  should  not  be  expanded  on 
recreational  demands  alone  but  should  consider  the  other  multiple  use 
values  of  the  UMR.  To  this  end,  an  evaluation  of  alternatives  should 
occur  early  in  the  planning  process.  Consideration  should  be  given  to 
expanding  auto/pedestrian  access  to  recreational  areas  on  the  UMR. 

Once  access  needs  have  been  identifed,  the  state  agencies  in  coordi¬ 
nation  with  the  UMRBC,  RID/COE,  the  USFWS,  and  other  agencies  as  appro¬ 
priate,  can  develop  and  implement  plans  for  access  developments,  in¬ 
cluding  purchase  of  access  rights  and  design  of  access  areas.  Estab¬ 
lished  access  points  should  be  maintained  as  needed  to  minimize  new 
development.  Adequate  surveys  for  cultural  resources  and  provisions 
for  mitigation  measures  for  damage  to  cultural  resources  should  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  these  plans.  Properly  designed  access  areas  will  also  de¬ 
crease  the  potential  for  recreational  damage  to  levees  and  should  pre¬ 
vent  increased  erosion  off  the  access  sites. 

In  order  to  minimize  new  development  and  still  provide  adequate 
access,  efforts  should  be  made  to  identify  and  upgrade  those  already 
established  access  points  which,  for  safe  and  reliable  use,  require 
some  physical  maintenance  or  modification  (road  upkeep,  dredging,  re¬ 
design,  etc.). 

One  area  that  has  been  identified  is  the  recreational  boat  access 
to  Pool  11  located  off  the  dike  road  at  L/D  11.  The  RID/COE  should  ex¬ 
tend  the  rock  riprap  spit  to  protect  the  access  ramp  from  wave  action. 

Pool  19  should  be  considered  a  high  priority  for  study  of  recrea¬ 
tional  access  needs  and  alternatives. 


RECOMMENDATION  18 


In  the  development  of  management  plans  for  each  pool,  state  and 
federal  management  agencies  should  identify  procedures  and  develop 
plans  designed  to  promote  a  "take  it  home"  campaign  and  thereby  de¬ 
crease  litter  problems.  These  plans  could  include: 

*  Increased  enforcement  of  litter  laws  on  peak  use  occasions. 

*  Organization  of  litter  pickups  through  local  community  groups. 

*  Development  of  container  deposit  laws. 
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RECOMMENDATION  19 


The  management  plans  in  Recommendation  l6  should  also  give  the 
state  management  agencies  .-an  indication  of  the  need  for  trail  develop¬ 
ment  along  the  UMR.  Efforts  to  expand  the  existing  trail  system  should 
be  coordinated  with  the  Great  River  Road  Program.  The  trail  system 
should  include  canoe  trails  in  backwaters  and  multi-purpose  trails  on 
land.  In  addition,  those  abandoned  railroad  right-of-ways  along  the 
river  which  meet  the  agencies'  criteria  for  trail  development  should  be 
maintained  for  recreational  trail  use.  However,  before  conversion, 
railroad  rights-of-way  should  be  fully  evaluated  for  future  transporta¬ 
tion  need.  Recreation  developments  should  be  compatible  with  natural 
and  cultural  resource  objectives. 


RECOMMENDATION  20 


Noise  levels  of  boating  equipment  used  on  the  UMR  vary  greatly  de¬ 
pending  on  an  individual's  intended  form  of  recreation  and  their  per¬ 
sonal  preferences  in  types  of  equipment  used.  High  noise  levels  often 
reduce  the  quality  of  the  recreation  experience  for  those  individuals 
seeking  a  quiet,  relaxing  atmosphere.  In  order  to  reduce  conflicts  be¬ 
tween  various  users  of  the  UMR,  state  regulatory  agencies  should  require 
manufacturers  to  reduce  noise  levels  on  new  engines.  In  addition,  the 
states  agencies  should  encourage  legislation  on  equipment  operation  and 
provide  for  the  enforcement  of  this  legislation. 
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RECOMMENDATION  21 


In  order  to  insure  appropriate  funding  for  the  programs  and  plans 
outlined  here,  all  state  and  federal  management  agencies  should  6eek 
funding  from  any  combination  or  all  of  the  following  sources: 

*  The  federal  government  should  provide  government  assisted  loans, 
Small  Business  Administration  loans  and  technical  assistance  to 
help  private  businesses  to  provide  recreation  opportunities  that 
are  available  to  general  public  use. 

*  The  Bicentennial  Land  Heritage  Programs  should  continue  to  up¬ 
grade  and  expand  recreation  facilities  and  continue  the  program 
funding. 

*  Increased  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  (LAWCON)  funding  and 
restructuring  of  cost  share  ratios  are  needed. 

*  State  agencies  should  seek  increased  State  funding  for  their  fa¬ 
cilities  through  general  funds ,  Marine  Fuel  Tax  funds ,  registra¬ 
tion  fees  and  special  use  taxes . 

*  The  Federal  Department  of  Transportation  (DOT)  should  continue 
funding  of  the  Great  River  Road  program. 

*  Increase  in  Corps  of  Engineers  Recreation  Resource  Funding. 

*  Local  communities  should  increase  locally  generated  monies  for 
operation  and  maintenance  of  recreational  facilities. 


RECOITENDATION  22 


State  and  federal  agencies  responsible  for  issuing  boathouse  per¬ 
mits  should  carefully  control  and  enforce  issuance  to  prevent  extended 
residency,  sanitary  discharge,  aesthetic  impacts  and  conflicts  respec¬ 
tive  to  other  uses  of  the  river  resource. 
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EfJVIRONPFNT/'L  SWAPY 


I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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1.  Component: 

e  i?  V  a  t  l 

2.  Tracing  nimbers: 

A)  Final  _ _ 

B)  Prep  _ 

0  PFWG  ;  ;  _ 

D)  Work  group  ~v' _ 

3.  Rjrpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 


4,  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 


5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1  .  Fecor.rr.e r. c  d  A c  t  i  o i . 

2.  no  Action 

3.  Revert  property  t ;;  er.  -race 

li  .  T  e  r  rr.  t  r  a  t.  e  h  r»  :ci  nee  a 

5  .  M  a  i  r.  t  a  i  r.  1  e  a s  e  s 

6.  Purchase  and  develop-  additional 
1  an d  f  o r  ;u: lie  use. 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

Affected  environner.t  would  include  all  RID/COE  lands  currently 
under  lease  to  private  interests.  These  lends  are  identified 
and  described  in  files  of  R I  p  /  C  *  F,  Heal  F  state  office.  Rock  Island 
Illinois.  Lands  are  predominantly  developed  shoreline  in  the 
GREAT  11  Study  area. 


! 
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7,  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF  ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED:  8,  REFERENCES: 


Recommended 

•  •  '  1 

to  Action 

•  i.  •  :  . 

9,  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

Ihe  F.FA'I  '  1  Tear  •.*  *• v*> c  the  re  c  err.  ended  action  on  the  basis  of 
recoH.rieri.ia  *.  i  on  ccr.tinea  with  pul  lie  oop.ir*ents.  Other  alterna¬ 
tives  o  1  rr.  1  r.u  t  ed  as  not  add  re  s*-  s  i  r.?  the  ]•  rob  l  ere. 


10.  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  □  FONSI 

B)  Q  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A,  needed  Responsible  agency: 
D)  □  E.I.S.  needed  Responsible  agency:  _ 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component: 

Recreation 

2.  Tracing  mmers: 

A)  Final  _ii _ _ 

B)  Prep  J1 _ 

0  PfWG  6166 1  616.2  _ 

D)  Work  group  103-i- 


3.  ftjRPOSE,  NEED  AND  OBJECTIVE  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION: 

There  is  a  need  for  additional  data  by  resource  managers  to 
enable  them  to  better  plan  and  manage  the  recreational  re¬ 
sources  of  the  UMR.  This  recommendation  calls  for  develop¬ 
ment  of  needed  data. 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

l)  Utilize  existing  inventories,  2)  inventory  ur.devel  oj  ed 
areas,  and  3)  develop  and  use  s t at i s t i c a 1 1 y  reliable  survey 
and  monitoring  programs. 


5.  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  Recommended  Action 

2.  No  Action 

3.  Utilize  existing  data 

L.  Inventory  undeveloped  areas 
5*  Carry  out  Pool  by  Pool  survey 
6.  Develop  statistically  reliable  survey 
7*  Survey  sample  pool 

8.  Survey  each  recreation  use 

9.  Coordinate  among  agencies 

10.  Use  performance  monitoring  system 

6.  Brief  description  of  affected  enviroiwent: 

The  entire  UMR  corridor  from  Saverton,  Missouri  north  to 
Guttenberg,  Iowa.  See  PFWG  Draft  Technical  Appendix, 
Volume  II  for  detailed  description. 
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tomOKAL  discussion/notes: 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component: 

Recreation 

2,  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  j! 

B)  Prep  .. 

0  PFWG  01,63 

D)  Work  group  1033 


3,  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

Plate  r**hcns  i  ve  utdc'.r  hecre&t  i  or.  I  '.nr.;'  PCX:*.!  ’  P  )  r.ot 

h  .1  p  :  u a  t  *■' y  a d  .i  r e :•  s  t  Le  L'Mt-  .  This  hu."  rc-r  'i !  te  i  in  inadequate 
c::.s:  iora*  Lcj.  of  t :.  *•  UVi;  it;  st  utr-  recreatior.  t  :  a  r;  £•  .  Tr.ir 
r  f  c ;  e  it  1  5t  t  i  r.  v  c  u  1  i  r  ♦- «  o  1  vc  j  r-  \  lor.. 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

s  nh-vuii  ir.o*.  ude  the  UMK  in  CCCRP  activities  and  planners 
arc  r:r  state:;  along  the  UMR  should  coordinate  f  COPf  plans. 


5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1  .  Recor.Ber.ded  Action 
J’ .  No  Action 

3  .  Coordinate  i-CORP  Activities 
h.  Include  UMR  in  fCORF's 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

The  UMR  and  adjacent  land  from  Saverton,  Missouri  north  to 
Guttenberg,  Iowa.  fee  PFWG  Draft  Technical  Appendix,  Volume  I 
for  detailed  description. 


67 


7  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered: 


8.  References: 


Recommended 


: !iCO  r  :  -i ;  .  :  eu  t  : . 


h  .  v  •'  I  ♦  *■ 
a:.:  TV). 


i  r;n  f  i  or:  say  reru!  ♦ 
f- or  under-devo 1  op 


Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

Recommended  action  is  combination  of  alternatives  3  and  U  and 
addresses  the  problem  directly. 


Environmental  documents  required; 

A)  □  FONSI 

B)  m  This  assessment  adequate 

C)  □  Additional  E.A,  needed  Responsible  agency :_ 

D)  □  E.l.S.  needed  Responsible  agency:  _ 


U,  Additional  discussion/notes: 

Implementation  of  recommendations  contained  in  SCORP’s  may  require 
additional  E.A.  and/or  E.l.S.  documentation . 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1,  Component; 

2,  Tracing  numbers : 

A)  Final  _ _ 

B)  Prep  _ 

0  PFWG  1  •  ■  L— 

D)  Work  group  '  '  '  ■  ■ 

3,  ftlRPOSE,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action; 


A,  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 


5.  List  of  alternatives  evaluated; 


I  :•  ‘  fi  ■.*  r. 

:  y  !’  :  •  •  •  ti  *  I 't 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  envirow«nt: 

V:-  i*r  r:  a  v**  rt. . -n  ,  !!i  c.'ouri  to  tutt enberc  ,  leva.  Tee 
I  r  ]  :  r-t:*'  n  i  e*> 1  Art  pnil.x,  Volume  T!  for  detailed  description. 
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7.  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered: 


8,  REFERENCES: 


9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

The  recommended  Action  is  combination  of  alternatives  '4,  5,  and  6. 
the  action  fulfills  the  objectives  in  the  most  comprehensive 
manner . 


10.  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  El  F0NS1 

B)  m  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency: _ 

D)  □  E. I. S,  needed  Responsible  agency: _ 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 

Implementation  of  specific  recreation  objectives  may  require 
additional  E.A.  and/or  E.I.S.  documentation. 


TO 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUW.PY 


1.  Component: 

Recreation 

2.  Tracing  nupbers: 

A)  Rnal  il _ 

B)  Prep  2l*  (includins  26) 

C)  PFWG  6321 ,6l7*t  ,6217  ,6222  ,6231  ,6232  ,6265 

D)  Work  group1050,1035, 100l*’:1030,  1019a,io36 


3.  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

There  is  a  need  for  additional  access  for  recreation  that 
is  compat able  with  the  multi-use  values  of  the  UMR ,  This 
recommendation  addresses  this  issue. 


4.  Short  titue  of  proposed  action: 

Identify*  develop  and  implement  plans  for  access  development. 

5.  List  of  ALTERNATIVES  EVALUATED:  (also  see  attached  data) 

1.  Recommended  Action 

2.  No  Action 

3.  Project  by  Project  approach 
U.  Pool  19  access  development 

5.  Levee  improvements 

6.  Improve  road  access  over  levees 

7*  Install  buffers  to  Keep  traffic  away  from  levees 

8.  Obtain  new  access 

9.  Develop  recreation  without  multi-use  regard 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

Shoreline  and  water  resources  adjacent  to  existing  or  pro¬ 
posed  new  access  areas.  Site-specific  invironmental  infor¬ 
mation  not  developed,  but  needs  to  be. 
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Environment*,  consequences  of  alternatives  considered:  8.  References: 


r~ 

ICdOftlENUED 

■-ve.  :  r.  :  '  '  pin:..-  will  have  !. 

:i  r'  :’>•  ■  ’  * •»:.*.  v  a  •  ••  :*  a'  uni  a  i.'a 

*.  i  *  h  •  .  •  ,  -i  r.  i  :•  hv  *t  *’  :  ■  \  •  :.<• 

1  .*ve,-  *;i  strict  - 

r'r:  I  roup  .  is-..- 

J'-  :•  r  1  ;.«•  i  ir.tro- 

(parts  III  a  i.  :  TV- 

to  Action 

’J-.  i:,(’r*.‘HS"  \  re  creation  opportunities, 

:  nr  i’il  levee  niai  n  enance  cost  and 

potential  negative  impacts  at  access 
p»*.  intc.  that  are  over- used. 

fame  as  above*. 

9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

Thin  action  is  as  specific  as  con  be  due  to  lack  of  back-up  data. 
It  incorporates  pool  19  and  pool  11  identified  needs. 


10.  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  □  FONSI 

B)  Q  This  assessment  adequate 

0  Q  Additional  E.A,  needed'  Responsible  agency:  sid/cce  -  ree  bbk-.- 
D)  0  E.I.S.  needed  Responsible  agency:  came _ 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 

Cite  specific  access  plans  should  include  environmental  assess¬ 
ment  and,  if  needed,  E.I.r.  documentation  prior  to  implementation. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component: 

Recreation 

2.  Tracing  numbers; 

A)  Final  _ 

B)  Ftep  _ 

0  PFWG  6269 _ 

D)  Work  group  _i^i8 _ 

3.  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

Litter  left  by  recreationists  has  a  negative  effect  on  the 
aesthetics  of  the  river  corridor.  A  means  to  resolve  this 
problem  needs  to  be  developed.  The  recommendation  addresses 
this  need. 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

Reduce  litter  through  enforcement  of  laws  and  organization 
of  Clean-up  campaigns. 

5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 


1. 

Recommended  Action 

2  . 

No  Action 

3. 

Hire  additional  Maint. 

Staff 

L  . 

Kir<‘  or  contract  Clean 

up  Service 

5  . 

Coordinate  enforcement 

6. 

Organize  citizen  clean- 

-up  efforts 

7. 

Promote  take-home  campaign 

8. 

Provide  trash  receptac: 

Les 

9- 

Public  education  program 

6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

All  recreation  areas  in  the  UMR  from  Saverton,  Missouri  north 
to  Guttenberg,  Iowa.  See  Recreation  Work  Group  Appendix  for 
detailed  list. 
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7.  EnVIRCNFENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  Of  ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED: 


8.  References: 


RECOfttNDED 

r.arrht:  vt  !{■»;■* 

to  Action 

-•  r o  1  «•  v.  a .•  i  ted  would  conti  r. u e 

r a me  ns  above 

9,  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

HecoTT.mer.iied  Action  most  ■.•cononica]  way  tc  address  the  problem. 
It  is  a  combination  of  alternatives  and  7  as  well  as  new 
element  "container  deposit,  laws"  added  by  7,reat  ii  Team. 


10.  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  □  FONSI 

B)  [3  IHIS  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency: 
D)  □  E.I.S.  needed  Responsible  agency:  _ 


11. 


Additional  discuss ion/notes: 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component: 

■i'.eo  i>at  iv  ii 

2.  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  _ 

B)  Prep  _ 

0  PFWG  : _ 

D)  Work  group  ■ r-  ■ _ 

3.  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

recreaticMi]  trrii  :  :•  filet.,*  t  V'-’:-  •  rr  '. 


4,  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

Manager.en  t  I  :ans  Lou .  d  it.eluie  trail  i  r  . 

coord  i  nutoi  with  'Ireut  ?«  i  ve  r  K«*  a  d  !'  rcj-'Ot  a:.,:  m  :  1  a  i-andcr. - 
tr.  e  r.  t  r.-  r  o  J  e  e  t  s  . 

5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  ec  or.nondei 

C  .  o  A  otic  n 

3.  Aliev  It  ail  land  to  rovor*  t  r 
a  J  Jj  a  runt  1  a  n  d  o  v  r.  e  r  r- 
1*  .  A >i uire  r.  i  d ? v e  1  o p  new  trails 
r,' .  Maintain  any  rail  r  i  prht-o  f-voy  that  is 
a  bon  d  oi.  n  i  i'c  r  recreation  etc.  us:?. 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

The  affected  environment  could  include  all  rail  r i gh t-o f-vay 
and  land  suitable  for  trails  adjacent  tc  the  UMH.plus  adjoin- 
-ing  areas  which  may  be  affected  by  increased  human  encro acb- 
r.er.  t  .  Because  the  recorrrr.e  rd  at  i  on  if  not  site  specific,  no 
detailed  description  can  be  given. 
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I 


7,  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered: 


jlfccUflENDE!' 


[to  Action 


9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 


10.  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  □  FONSI 

B)  Q  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency: 

D)  □  E.I.S.  needed  Responsible  agency: 


Additional  discussion/notes: 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component  : 

Recreation 

2.  Tracing  nutters: 

A)  Final  22 _ 

B)  Ppep  22 _ 

0  PFWG  1222 

D)  Work  group  101  ■- 


3.  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

IJoise  levels  cl'  boating  equipment  reduces  the  quality  of 
recreational  experiences  on  the  Ul-'R .  The  objective  of  the 
recommendation  is  tc  reduce  noise  through  regulations  and 
enforcement  of  same. 


4,  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

Adopt  and  enforce  noise  level  regulations  for  boating 
equ  i  prr.en  t . 


5.  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  Recommended  action 

2.  II o  Action 

3.  Require  manufacturers  to 
reduce  noise  levels 

Establish  &  enforce  decibel  1  i  mi  *- 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

The  UMR  corridor  from  Saverton,  Missouri  north  to  Gutten- 
terg,  Iowa.  See  PFWG  draft  Technical  Appendix,  Volume  II  for 
detailed  description. 
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feCOWENDED 


No  Action 


I _ I _ 

9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

?.  e  comm  ended  action  :  l-5  combi  nation  oi’  a’,  ter  r.  at 
r-rovides  for  broad  appr  -a  ’h  to  problem  at  bot 
consumer  level  . 


10.  Enviromiental  documents  REQUIRED: 

A)  □  FONSI 

B)  QJ  This  assessment  adequate 

0  Q  Additional  E.A,  needed  Responsible  agency; 
D)  □  E. I. S.  needed  Responsible  agency: _ 

11.  ftmiTIONAL  discussion/notes: 


I 

i 
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8, 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


Component: 

Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  _ _ 

B)  Prep  _ _ 

0  PFWG  ■  Si _ 

D)  Work  group  _ 

Rjrpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 


Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

;ltr*te  an!  federal  resource  management  arono  ie.‘  h  _  :  j 
f  u  r*  i  i  r.  r  f  • .  r  r  e  o  r  a  t  i  o  r;  n  • 1  e . :  . 


List  of  alternatives  evaluated; 

>; .  •  s  o  v  o  r  r.  r.  o  r:  t  'tu:  ■  : ;  t  n  n  co  t  c  rrlvatu  -  o  :■  *  rr 

v  .  ft a t  e  t  ur.i  ii.fr  thro u r h  t a xa t  i  on 

7  .  !reat  river  Pen  1  F  rurrair. 

•6  .  i '  '■  E  l'  u  r:  i  i  r.  r 

9.  Lo.-a!  rnir.er.t,  funding 

it).  Fatal lirh  special  fund  from 
use  fees  aril  taxes. 

Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

The  recreational  resources  of  the  UMH ,  in  total  ,  would 
affected  if  funds  obtained  for  a'l  recreation  project  net.  i 
The  recommendation  is  not  specific  enough  to  describe  the 
detailed  affecteo  environment. 


10.  Environmental  documents  required; 

A)  0  FONSI 

B)  13  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A,  needed  Responsible  agency; 

D)  □  E. I. S.  needed  Responsible  agency; _ 


11.  Additional  discussion/notes; 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


Component: 

Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final _ _ 

B)  Prep  _ 

C)  PFWG  ■■■«■■  j  ■■■ 

D)  Work  group  _ _ 

Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 


Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

ntro.  .-Hid  ••  n  :o n  •  -  p»rr.il 


List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  A  .•*  t  i :  •  n 

A  .  ::  A  c  t.  i  e  r: 


Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

*'»•*•’*  •'  '‘!,h  >  *►  j;  ♦  t  f*  x  i  r  t  !  r;  r  and  nev  boat  hoi 


'P'«I8W 


7.  Enviroawental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered: 


8,  References: 


ftcOttMJED 


Aesthetic  »• v  :  r  •, -r.rr.e  rs  t  t  wa  e  r  r>ihlit.jr  r.ei 
bc,Ht.houses  ,  and  he arby  fish  and  vil-JJift 
Rut  it.ai  couH  be  forit5.  vely  i:l‘:>rtei  by 
implementation  of  •-•mtrols  on  use  Kr:'l 
d  ;  o  b  a  *>’  e ,  ?Jo  .  pacific  data  avaj  !al  )e. 


i.  a  r  ra  t  i 
ill  uj.  i 


e  in- 


No  Action 


Continuation  of  problems  cited  above. 


9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

The  other  alternative  (no  action)  would  riot  address  the  rrcti^R. 


10.  EnVIROWENTAL  DOCUMENTS  REQUIRED: 


A) 

FQNS I 

B) 

m 

This  assessment  adequate 

C) 

o 

Additional  E.A. 

needed  Responsible  agency:_ 

D) 

□ 

E.l.S.  NEEDED 

Responsible  agency: 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 

Note:  This  recommendation  added  at  GREAT  II  Team  level. 
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DISPLAY  OF  ACCOUNTS 
RECQff ENDED  PLAN 
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displayed  in  the  Environmental  Quality  Account. 


RECOfttNDATION  23 

USEPA,  in  conjunction  with  interested  states,  should  develop  new 
water  quality  criteria  for  suspended  and  deposited  sediments.  Present 
water  quality  criteria  for  suspended  sediments  do  not  reflect  the  con¬ 
cern  over  loss  or  degradation  of  aquatic  habitat  caused  by  suspended 
and  deposited  sediments.  Since  sedimentation  appears  to  be  a  greater 
threat  to  desirable  aquatic  habitat  than  diminished  primary  producti¬ 
vity  in  the  GREAT  II  area,  water  quality  management  would  be  better 
served  by  criteria  which  protect  habitat  as  well  as  the  photosynthetic 
process .  Water  Quality  Criteria  relative  to  dredging  should  be  incor¬ 
porated  into  the  GREAT  II  Channel  Maintenance  Handbook. 


(€QJfEM)ATION  24 

The  USEPA,  in  conjunction  with  the  USCG  and  the  states,  should  inves¬ 
tigate  and  complete  where  necessary  additional  regulations,  which  pro¬ 
tect  the  waters  of  the  UMR  from  potential  spills  from  industrial,  muni¬ 
cipal,  or  transportation  related  transport,  transfer,  storage  and 
handling  of  toxic  and  hazardous  materials. 


RECOtENDATION  25 

The  USEPA,  in  conjunction  with  appropriate  federal  agencies,  should 
require  all  industries  located  in  the  floodplain,  which  produce  or 
store  toxic  materials,  to  be  floodproofed,  to  the  standard  project 
flood.  Prior  to  implementation  a  benefit/cost  analysis  of  those  regu¬ 
lations  should  be  conducted.  The  program  should  be  prioritized  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  type  of  materials  produced,  stored  or  handled. 
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REaW0DATION  26 


The  USEPA  or  delegated  state  agency  should  require  all  NPDE3  permit 
holders  who  must  file  quarterly  thermal  monitoring  reports  in  the  GREAT 
II  study  area,  to  submit  these  reports  in  identifical  format.  These 
NPDES  permit  holders  should  use  a  mathematical  model  of  the  heat  dis¬ 
persion  of  their  effluent  in  the  Mississippi  River.  The  model  should 
be  able  to  predict  the  following  characteristics  of  the  thermal  plume: 

*  Length,  width  and  depth  of  the  5°F  over  ambient  thermal  plume. 

*  The  percent  of  the  river  cross-section  passing  through  the  5°F 
over  ambient  plume. 

*  The  percent  of  the  river  flow  passing  through  the  5°F  over  ambi¬ 
ent  plume. 

The  USEPA  should  evaluate  those  areas  identified  as  being  affected 
by  overlapping  plumes  for  the  cumulative  impacts  of  thermal  pollution. 


RECOmENDATION  27 


Studies  conducted  by  the  WQWG  have  shown  that  the  existing  network, 
of  water  quality  monitoring  stations  is  not  adequate  to  assess  the  im¬ 
pacts  of  a  large  urban  area  on  the  UMR.  The  USEPA  in  conjunction  with 
the  USGS  should  establish  a  cluster  of  water  quality  monitoring  sta¬ 
tions  below  a  major  urban  area  within  the  GREAT  II  study  segment  (Quad 
Cities  is  recommended).  This  group  of  stations  will  be  used  to  measure 
the  impact  of  the  discharges  (including  stormwater)  of  a  large  urban 
area  on  water  quality  in  the  Mississippi  River.  Such  a  study  would  be 
useful  for  establishing  techniques  to  determine  need  areas  on  the  UMR 
for  any  wasteload  allocation  projects. 

Gtudy  design  should  provide  for  at  least  four  stations  that  will 
show  the  rate  and  spatial  extent  of  the  recovery  and/or  dispersion 
process.  Water  quality  variables  to  be  monitored  should  include,  as 
a  minimum:  temperature,  pH,  conductivity,  DO,  BOD,  COD,  NH3-U ,  WOg+N, 
NO^-U,  Total  P,  total  filterable  P,  FC,  turbidity,  suspended  solids, 
the  total  and  dissolved  fractions  of  these  metals,  iron,  manganese, 
cadmium,  chromium,  copper,  lead,  zinc  and  mercury. 
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RECOffENDATION  28 


The  state  selection  process  for  priority  funding  of  public  waste- 
water  treatment  systems  should  include  a  weighting  factor  for  recrea¬ 
tion  and  fish  and  wildlife  benefits  of  the  proposed  project. 


RECOfttNDATION  29 

The  States  of  Wisconsin,  Iowa,  Illinois  and  Missouri,  with  the  as¬ 
sistance  of  USEPA,  should  implement  industrial  waste  pretreatment  and 
resource  recovery  programs  as  soon  as  possible. 

Pretreatment  programs  should  consider  the  industrial  discharges  to 
the  municipal  sewage  systems  of  these  cit'es  as  their  first  priority: 

*  Dubuque,  Iowa 

*  Clinton,  Iowa 

*  East  Moline,  Moline  and  Rock  Island,  Illinois 

*  Bettendorf  and  Davenport,  Iowa 

*  Muscatine,  Iowa 

*  Burlington,  Iowa 

*  Fort  Madison,  Iowa 

*  Keokuk ,  Iowa 

*  Quincy,  Illinois 

There  are  15  known  industries  whose  discharges  have  been  shown  to 
contain  significant  pollutants  (see  list  in  WQWG  Appendix). 

Where  possible,  more  effective  waste  treatment  and/or  resource  re¬ 
covery  should  be  accomplished  with  priority  on  known  industrial  dis¬ 
charges  to  the  Mississippi. 


RECOftBCATION  30 

The  state  water  quality  management  agencies  should  coordinate  to 
monitor  the  water  quality  for  fecal  coliform  bacteria  at  major  recrea¬ 
tion  areas  where  body  contact  recreation  activities  occur. 
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RECOMMENDATION  31 


There  are  few  facilities  along  the  UMR  where  recreationists  can 
pump-out  their  holding  tanks.  Consequently,  the  contents  of  the  hold¬ 
ing  tanks  may  be  put  directly  into  the  river.  As  the  number  of  recrea¬ 
tionists  increases ,  the  potential  for  water  quality  problems  also  in¬ 
creases  . 

State  and  Federal  agencies  should  assess  the  need  for  additional 
pump-out  facilities  and  the  feasibility  of  declaring  sections  of  the 
UMR  as  "no  discharge  areas". 

Agencies  should  promote  cost  sharing  of  state  and  federal  monies 
with  county  and  municipally  operated  marinas  for  sanitary  pump-out  fa¬ 
cilities.  Urban  areas  and  privately  operated  marinas  should  be  re¬ 
quired  to  provide  sanitary  pump-outs  with  the  help  of  low-interest 
loans,  in  addition,  permittees  and  leasees  along  the  UMR  should  be 
required  to  install  sewage  treatment  or  pump-out  facilities. 


RECOmOATION  32 


Each  bank  of  the  UMR  is  lined  with  railroad  tracks.  Freight  trains 
in  the  study  area  carry  numerous  cargos  of  toxic  and  hazardous  mate¬ 
rials.  An  accidental  spill  of  any  of  these  materials  could  have  devas¬ 
tating  impacts  on  water  quality  and  consequently,  fish  and  wildlife 
concerns . 

The  Federal  Railroad  Administration  (FRA)  should  recognize  the 
potentially  serious  environmental  impact  of  a  rail  accident  involving 
hazardous  materials  on  railroad  lines  bordering  the  UMR,  and  should 
place  a  high  priority  on  safety  enforcement  efforts  on  these  lines. 

The  FRA  should  take  any  steps  necessary  to  assure  that  information 
about  required  responses  to  spills  and  other  accidents  is  readily  avail¬ 
able  to  the  railroads . 
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RECOMMENDATION  33 


The  President's  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  has  established  a 
National  Oil  and  Hazardous  Substance  Pollution  Contingency  Plan.  As  a 
part  of  this  plan  a  Regional  Response  Team  (RRT)  was  formed  for  the 
North  Central  Region.  This  RRT  is  responsible  for  responding  to  all 
pollution  emergencies  in  the  GREAT  II  study  area.  The  RRT  is  chaired 
by  USEPA.  Its  members  consist  of  federal  agencies  and  state  liasons . 

The  RRT  is  to  provide  for  efficient,  coordinated  and  effective  action 
to  minimize  damage  from  oil  and  hazardous  substances  discharges,  includ¬ 
ing  containment,  dispersal  and  removal. 

The  USFWS  represents  fish  and  wildlife  resources  on  the  RRT.  In 
many  cases  the  chemical  composition  and  source  of  a  hazardous  spill  is 
unknown  and  mortality  of  organisms  is  the  only  indicator  of  a  spill. 

A  quick  response  of  the  RRT  could  avert  a  natural  disaster  on  the  UMR. 
The  RRT's  collection  of  biological  and  water  quality  samples  could  be 
facilitated  by  establishment  of  a  contingency  plan  for  each  of  the  pools 
of  the  UMR.  This  plan  would  ensure  necessary  equipment  (booms,  staging 
areas,  collection  bottles,  etc.)  and  trained  personnel  would  be  avail¬ 
able  in  each  pool  for  quick  response  to  any  spill.  Cost  of  cleanup 
and/or  mitigation  should  be  paid  for  by  the  handler  or  carrier  respons¬ 
ible  as  required  by  law. 

Contingency  plans  providing  a  quick  response  to  toxic  spills  as  re¬ 
quired  by  law  for  the  protection  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  should 
be  developed  for  each  pool.  These  plans  should  be  coordinated  by  the 
USFWS  in  conjunction  with  state  resource  agencies  and  the  Regional 
Response  Team. 


90 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component: 

Water  Qual i ty 

2.  Tracing  nupbers: 

A)  Final  _ 

B)  Prep  _2i _ 

0  PFWG  _ 

D)  Work  group  J _ 

3.  Rjrpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  ACTION: 

There  is  a  lack  of  coordinated  water  quality  data  and  criteria 
on  which  to  make  management  decisions  that  reflect  current  con¬ 
cerns.  This  rec  orr.nendat  i  on  would  help  to  resolve  this  issue. 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

tr  A.-'f  tales  develop  new  water  quality  criteria  for  suspended 
and  deposited  sediments  . 


5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  :iec onrsended  Action 
.  II  o  Action 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  envirombnt: 

The  waters  of  the  UMR  from  faverton,  Missouri  north  to  Tut  - 
tonborr,  Iowa.  fee  Water  Quality  Work  Troup  Appendix  for 
more  detailed  description. 
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7,  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered:  8,  References: 


Recofwended 

?.  •  i  ■  *  r  \ 

to  Action 

'  •  "■  .v:!*-*  r  :  .  r  a  ;  <■  r.  . 

9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

Act.  i>?r.  w<.-: '  :  ■»  i  r;  r****,r.o  I  havoinr  t  •  •  rciv  on  i  :  :.*• 

:t  t.  n  .•  r  i  *  <■  r  i  n 


10.  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  0  FONSI 

B)  □  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A,  needed  Responsible  agency: 

D)  □  E.I.S.  needed  Responsible  agency: 


11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component: 

Water  Qual i ty 

2.  Tracing  nufbers: 

A)  Final _ zl _ 

B)  Prep  __i! _ 

0  pm  6il0<  6311 

D)  Work  group  ?0  37  '  3038 

3.  Rjrpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

Toxic  materials  from  municipal,  agricultural,  industrial, 
and  transportation- related  activities  adversely  affect 
fish  and  wildlife  resources. 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

USEPA,  U5CG,  and  states  investigate  and  complete  regulation 


5.  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  Recommended  Action 

2.  No  Action 

3.  UP CO  continue  to  enforce  existing  regulations 
.  F.PA  ,  etc.  enforce  existing  regulations 

and  develop  new  ones 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  envirowent: 

The  waters  of  the  UMR  from  Saverton  ,  Missouri  north  to  Gut- 
tenberg,  Iowa.  Gee  Water  Quality  Work  Group  Appendix  for 
detailed  description. 
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7.  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered:  8.  References: 


Recommended 

to  Action 

9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

Fn  f  o  roer.ent  of  existing  and  n  >iw  rorula*.  ior:::  will  i  r:  *.  <*rv 
fist  and  vildlif**  :i  at  it  at  an  crposed  t.o  o  et  i  on  . 


10,  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  G3  FONSI 

B)  O  This  assessment  adequate 

C)  □  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency; _ 

D)  □  E, I. S.  needed  Responsible  agency: _ 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 

F n  f  o r c o ne n t  oT  refill  at.  i  or.:  v i  1  r e q u  i  r o  r. .  V  .  A  .  ■  r 
ever,  actions  taken  to  rrnpl.v  with  refu".  a*  i  ■ • 

F .  T  .  .  Activities. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component: 

W  a  t  e  r  Q  u  ft  1  i  t  y 

2.  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  _L _ 

B)  Prep  _ 

0  PFWG  6,  ^ _ 

D)  Work  group  _ 

3.  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

The  v.r.re j.*u  :  at<‘d  pro due t :  on  arid  st  of  U  xi  c  chor.icai;' 

in  the  f  1  •  c  dp  1  a 1  n  poses  a  threat  to  .is h  an  1  wildlife  a:: 
as  the  human  resources  .  This  reconnendhti1:  n  v  i  \  r  e  t- «.  1  v 
t h  i  s  issue. 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

LTA  should  require  industries  in  the  f  1  oo  ;t  1  a  i  r.  t  «•- -  x 
structures . 


5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

h  eoonmer.de  1  Action 
I' .  N  o  A  c  t  i  c  r. 

s  .  Prohibit  ?  t  o  r  a  ?.  e  and  Production 
of  toxic  chemicals  and  wastes  in 
the  f  1  o  c  d  p  1  a  i  r. 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

The  waters  of  the  UMH  between  Saverton,  Missouri  and  Gut- 
tenberg ,  Iowa.  See  Water  Quality  Work  Group  Appendix  for 
detailed  description. 
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9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

A  ?  i  e v >•  r. *  •  .  .  :  :  i  r.  a::  accidental  release  of  toxic  r.a ter i  al 

i:.t'  •  h’ **••'•.'  •  f  r  •:  "!•!'••  ar.-i  lo.  f  of*  resource?.  f  rchibitior. 

'tit*  r  r;  u  *  i  t.  t  t:  -.'try  it’  thic  action  taken. 


10.  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  □  FOtei 

B)  □  TniS  ASSESSMENT  ADEQUATE 

0  □  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency:  kia  -  Fee  beiow 

D)  □  E.I.S.  needed  Responsible  agency: _ 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 

;;*>w  r?  fu  i  a  t  i  ■■  n  :■  r  fl  dproo  f  i  np  projects  may  require  additional 

K  .  A  .  nr  V  .  I  .  f •  .  i r. n •. j», p r. t. a t  i  o n  . 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component: 

Vat** r  Qua  I  i  *  y 

2.  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final 

B)  FteP  ± 

0  PFWG  6irr 

D)  Work  group  _ 


3,  Rjrpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

Thermal  pollution  »•  a  u  s  *•  1  1  y  >11  po  harden  from  industriei;  and 
u  t  i  1  i  t  >;  a '.  •> n r  t  h  e  l’ ** R  a y  i c  y r  a  i e  w a ♦  >.•  r  quality  nr.  'i  a  ?  f  e 
fish  'tr.rt  V  i  :  .j  l  i  r  «•  hablta4  .  There  is  a  r.eed  for  improve  a 
T  c  i  r.t-f:urce  r-j  rtii.i?  i  r  <-e-.iure:;  to  improve  rr.oi.  i  t  o  r  :  nr  f 
ther :r. a  1  i  i  .•  •.*  i  nrf*  . 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

Format  requ  :  recent:;  for  thermal  mor;  i  t  or  i  report::. 


5.  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

I.  Recommended  Actio:: 

:  .  No  Action 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  envirotnent: 

The  waters  of  the  UMR  between  Saverton,  Missouri  and  Gut- 
tenberg ,  Iowa.  See  water  Quality  Work  Group  Appendix  for 
detailed  description. 
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7.  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered 


8.  References: 


?'«•  U  U  i  t  i  ft  £  f  r  S.  t  h  1  L~  H  r 

as  the  r  e  o  u  mm  <-■  r:  d  a  t  i «  ■  n  o;.  ly  on  I  ; 
improved  rej-jrtinp  re]  ui  nui-ent s  uni 
a  I  r  e  a  ..ly  m an  d  a  t  e  <1  action.  1  r.  p  r  <  v  v  d 
decision-making  re^ur  d  i ng  thermal  ; 
p  r o b  1  eir. s  /sol  u t  i  o u a: ay  t.  e  a  !  o j.  g  - 1  >■ 
improvement  . 


Present  methods  of  data  collection- 
considered  inadequate,  will  continue  an J 
there  will  continue  to  be  an  inadequate- 
data  base  regarditig  the  effects  of 
thermal  pollution. 


9,  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

Action  recommended  will  accomplish  goal  of  improved  data  collection 
and  consistent  reporting  as  opposed  tc  no  acticr.. 


10.  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  C3  FONSI 

B)  m  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency: 
D)  □  E. I. S.  needed  Responsible  agency: _ 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


n 


1.  COMPONENT: 

Water  Quality 

2.  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  ___[ _ 

B)  Prep  _ 

0  PEWG  !  £  l _ 

D)  Work  group  _ 

3.  ftjRPOSE,  NEED  AND  OBJECTIVE  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION: 

The  J  Kj:a<r  t  u  of  j  -  • :  n  t -r  >.*y  r  o  <*  ar.  i  urban  run-  ft*  y  .  :  '  u t :  or. 

water  qua !  i  t.y  are  not  a  d-quut  y  •  J.  The 

t  i  vp  of  this  r  e,*  oruten.  In  t  i  is  :  r  vide  i  *.  :*<••  rn.a  t  i  to 

further  un  iers  t.ani  this  \  r>>i  n:.j  z./tr.  for  ft. 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

Kutablii’h  a  cluster  of  water  quality  r:o:.  i  t  or  i  r:*r  s  t  at i  on.: 
tpl'jv  rt  larp.e  urban  area. 


5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

i.  Reconmendeii  Action 
T .  No  Action 


6,  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

The  waters  of  the  UMR  and  associated  havitat.  flee  Water 
Quality  Work  Troup  Appendix  for  detailed  description. 
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EWIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  or  ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED: 


8.  References 


It  COMMENDED  The 


pat' »  s  w  ;  .  :  s 
:  r  iv  •  fir.  i  1 ng  c<  V 


i  p  r  •  ■  v  t? 


i  n  e  r  r  e !{ e  r;  *, 
staii  dir.  g  o 


* -m  of  viata  gathering  will  fame  a 

u  1 1  1  :.g  in  no  improved  ur.der- 
i.ew  to  deal  vith  the  problem. 


a  l  ::  v  e 


9. 


Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

«'•  r  »*  •  f  :  •  r  >.  ;  ,  state  an  i  2  ■;  c  1 1  rcvA»'.r.Ai.i  Irvu’  +  fArtT,  *r<  d 
those  f  the  private  sector,  ir.  water  pollution  control  r.eed  t e 
e  tiei,  i  r.  s:  r.e  ratio  r.  a?  manner,  to  existing  water  quality. 


10.  Envirowental  documents  required: 


A) 

□ 

F0NSI 

B) 

□ 

This  assessment  adequate 

0 

□ 

Additional  E.A, 

needed  Responsible  agency-, _ 

D) 

□ 

E.I.S,  needed 

Responsible  agency: 

11.  /tolTIONAL  DISCUSSION/NOTES: 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component: 


2.  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final _ _ 

B)  Prep  z 
0  PFWG  '  ' 
D)  Work  group  _ 


3.  f\«POS£,  NEED  AND  OBJECTIVE  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION: 

tre  river 


A.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 


5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

••  K'i’ii  i  r.  r't’.k  orilcr  vo r 4  d  i  hu  r i>  r 

.  r  \ir.  .1  fa  .*  i  *  ;  1  t.  :  e :  ♦,  j.  a*  •!  i  r'-o  t 1  y  l  r»  n  o  f  1  * 

j  I  i :  F  •  :i  >’  ty  n  an  \  "I  Ti'1't  Ni'.'i  *  ip.i  . 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

r  ;  t  1  w  1  .  I  <*  c o n t  ruote  1  a n d  the 

;  .  -  :r. r; .» r;  i -i *  i  :-r.  joes  not  identify 

f  the  affei’tel  environment 
ra y  ♦  h*'  a  ?*{*<••;' t  o :.}  environment  is  the 
•  a  t  *  •  r  .jal  Sty  *nrk  ^rour  Appendix  for 
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EwiROMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF  ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED: 


8,  References: 


tCOfteCED 


I'ir-  t  ei.v  .  o  on  j  t*  quenc  **  s  will  be 

■oi..  ;  ..  l-jvir  t  -iter.  wh*re  wa.«to  - 

wu'.'T  fa  •  :  I  t  '  i-  are*  c  o  n  .  t  r  u  c  t  e  .  (  i  .  e  . 

habit, r  d  •  .•  *  ;rl*ir. ot*  i  r.  j.f  f  o ^  t  ru *.  i  -  u 
ant  »*r  :  a  1 •  t  ■:  .  •  !•  ** c o sun Miiuti  -.i,  i :?  t.  ;•  t 

sp**.*ifio  »*n  •  •;gh  tr  furU.'T  \  r  t  a  i  •  the.#- 
iir.paets.  !  r.  i  ireot  I  yr.g-  t  err.  in.j  n-.-t;: 
will  bt*  i  ir:  i  r .  ■  v  #•  1  watpr  juality  at  *ir 
u  elected  for  f  u  ?i  i  i  n g  . 


HWG  Appendix 
rWMW'l  Appendix 
HW-1 

a  r.  i  1 a  *  a  l  ;e- 
- riled  1  r  i  i.t  rc- 
i  .  •  ♦  •  ry  rarr?1  :  v 
i‘*r‘  :  ;  T  a  r.  1  J  V  j  . 


Water  quality  will  continue  tc  improve  in  ;  ar. e  as  a* 

general,  but  without  immediate  benefit 
to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  re¬ 
set;  r  c  e  s  . 


9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

RecoMendei  Action  will  r.cst  adequately  root  stated  abjective  and  aid 
in  meeting  EPA  ’.'ater  Quality  ftan-lards. 


10.  Envirofwental  documents  required: 

A)  □  PONSI 

B)  [x]  This  assessment  adequate 

0  O  Additional  E.A.  needed  (^sponsible  agency:  states  of  niinois,  io«a, 
D)  □  E. I. S.  needed  Responsible  agency: 


Missouri,  Wisconsin 


11.  tolTIONAL  DISCUSSION/NOTES'. 

Construction  of  wastewater  facilities  will  require  additional  E.A. 
and  E.I.S.  documentation  by  funding  and/or  construction  agency. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component: 

2.  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  '  _ _ 

B)  Prep  1 _ 

0  PFWG  _ _ 

D)  Work  group  _1 _ 

3.  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 


i'har. 


??  cent ri tut 


m  a  r.  y 
c  h  : 


r i  t y  p rob  1  e r.  area:  . 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

I.-r.;  .  emer.t  industrial  waste  pret  reatmer.t  and  rescuroe  reoc  very 
t  retrains?  i  r:  specific  areas  as  scon  as  possible. 


5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1  .  F.  e c  or.ir.e a d  e d  Action 
2.  No  action 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

Fifteen  Industries  (See  WQWO  Appendix)  have  been  identified  as 
needing  programs  outlined  in  this  recommendation.  The  industries 
and  the  waters  cf  the  UMR  adjacent  to  these  industries  will  te 
i  rimer!  ly  affected  by  this  recommendation.  The  (rereral 
water  quality  of  the  UMR  and  associated  habitat  can  also  be 
considered  as  the  affectec  environment.  See  WQWG  Appendix  for 
detailed  description. 
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7,  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered;  8,  References; 


Recotwended 

:  :  -  .  ■■  r  :  ..  re  *eivi  i.r 

t>  Action 

;  .•«  .  i  •  y  r*  f  I'MK  vi  :  i  ir.[  r-  ve  t  it 

■  ■  •»  •  j  •;  i  1  r.  !  y  uid  he  if  the  reoon- 

-i  \  va?  i  i.  t  i  .  "’here  also 

.  le:.u.  i  i  0-:  i.  :*•  t  rue  t  iur. 

i.’arr.e  a  •  &k-ove/ 

9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

:•  \  w  :  :  i  r.-vl  t  r «> a t •• : .  t.  for  t.**r *i 


10.  Environmental  documents  required; 

A)  □  FONSI 

B)  □  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency; 

D)  □  E. I. S.  needed  Responsible  agency; 


11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1,  Couponed: 


2,  Tracing  numbers; 

A)  Final  _ _ 

B)  Prep  _ _ 

0  PFWG  - 
D)  Work  group  _ 


3,  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 


4,  Short  title  of  proposed  action; 


5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated; 

.  ;••:!• :  -•  -i  i  j  ;  t  •••  r :  r. «  *.  ••  •  r ••  a 1  i  ». 

<  r  a  1  !  i  i  r'-harvc*:! 

1  .  :•!  .  v  1  t ;  r  f. e  r.  t.  i  re  r :  v<-  *• 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

The  water:-  at  heavy  recreation  area 

Jrcuj  Appendix)  vo  n  }  i  le  the  en  v  i  re:, 
-end at  i  on  does  not  specify  exact  a  rear, 
for  description  of  water  quality  in 
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7,  ENVIRONFtNTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF  ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED:  8.  REFERENCES: 


fecOWENDED 

to  Action 

*t :  :  ••  . t  .  •  :  :  J  u  : 

9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 


10.  Envirowental  documents  required: 

A)  □  FQNSI 

B)  [□  This  assessment  adequate 

C)  □  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency.- 

D)  □  E.I.S.  needed  Responsible  agency:  _ 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SIWAPY 


1,  Component: 

Water  Quality 

2,  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  ■  ■ _ 

B)  Prep  _ 

0  PFWG  6 1 2° _ 

D)  Work  group  ion',  ?  n  i  a 

3,  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

Ther**  are  insufficient  pump-out  facilities  for  recreational 
tenters,  resulting  in  direct  discharge  into  the  waters  of 
the  L'MR  .  Thus  water  quality  is  adversely  affected.  The 
objective  of  this  rec  ommendat  i  on  is  to  eliminate  this 
p  r  c  1 1  e  m  . 


A.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

Assess  punr-out  facility  needs  for  recreational  craft,  deter¬ 
mine  need  for  "no  discharge"  areas,  and  promote  additional 
f  a  c  i  1  i  t  i  e  s  . 


5.  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  Recommended  Action 

2 .  II o  action 

3.  Provide  Pump-Out  at  locks 

U .  "  "  "  "  marinas 

5.  "  "  "  "  urban  areas. 

6.  Change  laws  to  require  pump-out 
facilities  at  marinas. 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment; 

The  waters  of  the  UMR .  See  Water  Quality  Work  Group  Appendix 
for  detailed  description. 
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7.  EfMROWCNTAl  CuMSEG.ENCES  of  alternatives  considered; 


9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative; 


10.  Environmental  documents  required; 

A)  □  FONSI 

B)  Q  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency; 

D)  □  E.l.S.  NEEDED  fteSPONSIBLE  AGENCY; 


11.  Aiditional  discussion/notes; 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component: 

Wa  t  r  r  ^'ih  !  it  y 

2.  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  _ _ 

B)  Prep  _ _ 

C)  PWG  __ _ 

D)  Work  group  ' _ 

3.  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 


4,  Short  titue  of  proposed  action: 

<•  : .  .  n  -  -  -  .•  :  .  - 

t  *•  H  ;  ■  ;  . 


5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

2  .  No  A. o t  i  !i 


6,  Brief  description  of  affected  environ^nt: 

Th«?  water:  ,  as  s or  i  at. *  J  hr,  i  ;  •  u  -i : 
of  the  UMR.  TFa-;  : 

description. 
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7,  ENVIRONTtNTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF  ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED:  8,  tF^’EHCES: 


tecOTttNDED 

'  ycVuti.':.  fr-rir.  »c*  '  i  i*»r:  ♦  a  ;  j. 

*  '  x  i  f  sri-i  Vr  !. d 7. ft  r  .1  o \« s  2:  a  t »  r  i  a  ",  f  r~:\  r*-.  I 

to  Action 

J*  1  t  !.  r  f  ■  0 

. 

9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 


10.  Envirowental  documents  required: 

A)  El  FONSI 

B)  El  This  assessment  adequate 

0  Q  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency: 
D)  □  E.I.S.  needed  Responsible  agency:  _ 

11.  ftfflITIONAL  DISCUSSION/NOTES: 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component; 

*  a  t  e  r  u  u '  i  t  y 

2,  Tracing  numbers; 

A)  Final 

B)  Prep  -r- 

0  PFWG  - : 

D)  Work  group _ CL 


Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action; 

lianurdouL  ar.«J  toxic  Material  *  r:i 

extern-  i  v  •  •  i  a  a  *"  •  it’  .'.of  q  u  i  c  k  1  y  i  e  a  !  t  ; 
tie*.  ar.  *-xi.:  tinf  ■  rr an 

reitj-o:.  i  ♦ .  i  i  !  i  :•  r  the  riv'-r  t-r.. 


i‘.kn  V.  quickly 
r.at  er  i  a  '  r  i  ’  ::  . 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action; 


:  •  r.  •  i  !u:-r.u;.'  t  1  ar.s  for  each  f  col  to  provide  quirk  rtq  ■ 


5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated; 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environfent: 

All  waters  of  the  UMP  cou  1  .1  be  affects 
for  detailed  deseripti o n • 


fee  WQWG  Appendix 
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7.  EnVIRONMM  >.  CONSEQUENCES  O'  /  RNATIVES  CONSIDERED:  8,  REFERENCES: 


Recommended 

■  ".ptoM,:  ■■  .  .  !  M .  \  w  •,  •  .  :  , 

'Lr: 

to  Action 

*- Y.f  -  r.v1.  r  •  •  or.*  . 

9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 


i 


10,  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  □  FONSI 

3)  □  This  assessment  adequate 

C)  □  Additional  E.A,  needed  Responsible  agency: 

D)  □  E.i.S,  needed  Responsible  agency;  _____ 

11,  Additional  discussion/notes: 


hr 


6.  SEDIMENT  AND  EROSION 
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RECOffENDATION  34 


Accelerated  land  treatment,  as  discussed  in  the  Channel  Maintenance 
Component,  is  needed  on  9*5  million  acres  of  cropland  to  reduce  erosion 
to  tolerable  levels  at  which  soils  will  maintain  themselves.  This  will 
protect  and  preserve  the  soil  resource  base  and  reduce  a  potential 
source  of  sediment  to  the  UMR.  It  will  also  decrease  the  amount  of 
suspended  sediment  delivered  to  the  UMR  corridor. 

The  USDA  and  other  appropriate  state  and  federal  agencies  should  be 
funded  to  provide  additional  technical  assistance  and  cost  sharing  to 
agricultural  landowners.  Adequate  programs  exist  if  the  funding  can  be 
provided. 


RECQTENDATION  35 


Another  source  of  sediment  in  the  UMR  is  from  the  tributaries  them¬ 
selves.  Additional  gaging  stations  are  needed  to  gather  data  on  sus¬ 
pended  sediment,  bed  material  and  bed  loads,  for  ungaged  tributaries  to 
the  UMR. 

The  USGS  should  install  gages  on  the  following  selected  tributaries 
where  data  indicate  a  need  for  erosion  protection: 

RECOMMENDED  GAGING  STATIONS 


WATERWAY 


LOCATION 


Turkey  River 
Grant  River 
Maquoketa  River 
Rock  River 
Green  River 
Iowa  River 
Skunk  River 
Des  Moines  River 

Fabias  River 

Main  Stem  at  Locks  &  Dams 
13,  16,  20 
Galena  River 
Apple  River 
Crow  Creek 


Garber,  Iowa 
Potosi,  Wisconsin 
Monmouth ,  Iowa 
Joslin,  Illinois 
Silois ,  Illinois 
Wapello ,  Iowa 
Augusta,  Iowa 
St.  Francisville , 
Missouri 

Monticello,  Missouri 
Locks  &  Dams  13,  1 6, 
20 

Galena,  Illinois 
Hanover,  Illinois 
Bettendorf,  Iowa 


These  gages  should  be  maintained  for  a  period  long  enough  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  statistically  accurate  record  at  each  site. 


These  data  should  be  used  to  develop  a  sediment  transport  capacity 
model  to  correlate  surface  erosion  rates  with  carrying  capacity,  rate 
those  watersheds  with  the  most  serious  problems  and  develop  a  treatment 
program  if  a  solution  is  necessary. 
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RECOMMENDATION  36 


Streambank  erosion  is  another  potential  source  of  sediment  in  the 
UMR.  The  COE  should,  in  conjunction  with  other  federal  (Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service)  and  state  management  agencies,  conduct  a  study  of  stream- 
bank  erosion  on  the  Main  Stem  and  tributaries  of  the  UMR.  This  study 
should  identify  sources  and  volumes  of  sand-dized  material  generated  in 
erosion  and  estimated  to  be  delivered  to  the  Main  Stem  of  the  UMR. 

These  data  would  be  used  in  future  sediment  budget  studies.  Where  prob¬ 
lem  areas  are  identified,  a  treatment  program  should  be  developed  and 
implemented. 

The  study  conducted  by  the  COE  should  also  identify  eroding  r-.-cas 
affecting  recreation  and  cultural  resource  sites  and  develop  pi:  ns  *»o 
reduce  these  damages . 


RECOftENDATION  37 


A  sediment  budget  study  contracted  to  the  University  of  Iowa, 
Institute  of  Hydraulic  Research  by  the  GREAT  II  Sediment  and  Erosion 
Control  Work  Group  concluded  that  detailed  cross-section  surveys  of  the 
Mississippi  River  are  required  so  that  variations  of  sediment  balance 
in  each  pool  can  be  monitored.  The  data  collected  would  allow  hydro- 
logic  analysis  of  individual  dredging  problems  and  backwater  accretion 
sites,  and  would  provide  the  basis  for  more  comprehensive  sediment  bud¬ 
get  analysis.  RID/COE  should,  therefore,  conduct  detailed  pool-by- 
pool  cross-section  surveys,  including  off  channel  areas  on  an  annual 
basis  and  provide  analysis  to  the  CARS,  FWIC  and  OSIT.  Based  on  analy¬ 
ses  of  these  data,  the  FWIC  should  develop  and  implement  a  program  for 
rehabilitation  of  critical  backwater  areas.  Data  should  also  be  pub¬ 
lished  in  order  to  make  this  material  available  to  researchers  doing 
work  on  basic  hydrologic  and  morphologic  problems. 
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RECOMMENDATION  38 

Boat  harbors  and  recreational  access  areas  suffer  from  severe  sedi¬ 
mentation  in  some  cases.  These  areas  would  be  partially  helped  by  the 
implementation  of  the  above  recommendations.  The  RID/COE  should  iden¬ 
tify  those  harbors  and  access  areas  which  are  poorly  designed  or  im¬ 
properly  located  and  develop  a  plan  for  the  rehabilitation  or  reloca¬ 
tion  of  these  areas.  Funding  should  be  provided  by  the  responsible 
agency  or  agencies. 
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FNVIPnNPFNTAL  'JIWPY 


1.  Component: 

2.  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  _ _ 

B)  Prep  _ _ 

0  PfWG  ;  _ 

D)  Work  group  . 

3.  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

3  *  3  j  *  •  wl.i,’;.  l*  ■’  >  *  -  ’  v  i  :  1  s’,  ft :  n  *.  ft :  n  ♦.  t. 


4,  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 


5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1  .v.  * 


I 

6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 


7,  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered: 


8.  INFERENCES: 


'Recommended 


r.  -  »  ;  i  "  M  :  :  :  y 

'.ii-n.  *  t. 'i  i.  w  :  i 

■.Mil-  t  -■  V-  .11  If 

.•  e  :  t*  o  t  »•  :  t\  r 

•  I  i  V,.  : 

r  r  »•  d  '.4  .•  *  i  r.  :  i.  s  o  ;  1 

*•»:•**  i  r.  v <•►*«* t.  at  :  ve 

•  *  ■  w  •  .  !  ■}  a<*  c  r  •.;o  t  u 

KW’iW'j . 


I’KCWG  Apjendix 
rWMW'J  A  i  pend  i  r 
rCVG  Appendix  u.». 
(i  a  ♦  n  as  <i  e  f-  r  r  i  b  e 
it.  i r.t  rod to ry 
nurrat1  ve  '  parts 
a  n  I  1  7  )  . 


it)  Action 


a:.d  ;>ej inter 


U  ••'.!<  . 


9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

T.  as.  i  ‘.ref.‘r,f-r,t  o 9.5  million  acres  is  a  reasonably  attainable 
P-h]  r.  :  w:  ul  :  protect  the  resources. 


10.  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  □  FONSI 

B)  JT]  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency:  res  -  see  beiov 

D)  □  E.I.S.  needed  Responsible  agency:  _ 

U.  Additional  discussion/notes: 

-one  site-specific  lar.l  treatment  measures  may  require  additional 
E.A.  or  V .  I  .  1* .  documentation  prior  to  implementation  and  this 
documentation  should  be  provided  by  the  implementing  agency. 
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'NVIP.ONFNTAL  SUMMARY 


I 

i 

I 


1.  COMPONENT ; 


2.  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  ___ 

B)  Prep  _ 

0  PFWG  ■ 

D)  Work  group  _ 


3,  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

:*  e 4  r  •.  t  ur '  c*  c  and  +c,€  iatr  t<.  cevelcj. 
•  .  •  •  I  r  •  • :  •  p  r  *.  r.  :  :v.v'i  l *;,■  treatment  j  rograitr  . 


5.  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

'.*<  *'•  c  t  :  c- r; 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

ry.P  c?  rri  r  I'-tvpr:  ;'fyf  rtf-r.,  fsir-couri  r.c  rth  t  r  Gutter - 
\  f.  i  ?  ,  ’  f  ■*  »  .  :  f-*»  FF*:t  Z  **•.:  r.t.  1  r  *  1  Aj  j  or.iifx  ,  Vo  lure  II  fcr  io¬ 

ta'  ]f  d  :  r:  f  r.  r  r  t  i  o  r: . 


1 


I 


7.  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered:  8.  ^ferences: 


Recommended 

; M  t  i :  t.  ■  v  3.  t  r  ?  t .  i.tiiri  es 

at  -i  '  :t  r.r  .}  r  lave  *  r.it.  iial 

5  :..j  net  at  the  :•  iter  where  th*.y  art-  ir.:’*h!  le  i 
he n g  tern,  lone  filial  1  r: {■  a olh  fhr«,-:gr.  uip  f 
new  1  !■  forme  t  ic  n  should  be  all  beneficial  . 

’‘Developing  a  treatment  pregram"  will 
result  it  the  need  for  additional  EA  or 

EIS  documentation  prior  to  implementation. 

.'  ati:  H:  uei*'  r  i  t  el 
it.  i  r.  t  ro'i  up  lory 
•  narrative  ( j  a  r  t  r 

III  mi  a  IV). 

to  Action 

New  information  on  sediment  bedload  and 
suspended  ted  material  will  not  be  obtained 
and  long  term  improved  management  act¬ 
ivities  will  be  hampered. 

Same  as  above  . 

9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

"Ho  Action"  would  not  address  the  problem. 


10.  EnVIRQFMENTAL  DOCUMENTS  REQUIRED; 

A)  a  FONSI 

B)  jTJ  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A,  needed  Responsible  agency:  usos/scs  -  gee  below 
D)  □  E.I.S.  needed  Responsible  agency:  _ 

11,  /tolTIONAL  DISCUSSION/NOTES: 

Specific  treatment  programs  resulting  from  the  transport  capacity 
model  will  require  an  E.A.  and/or  E.I.S.  to  assess  alternatives 
and  impacts  of  those  programs. 


121 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


F 


l 

l 

I 

l 

l 


1,  Component: 

2,  Tracing  ni»«£rs: 

A)  Final  " 

B)  Prep  ___ 
0  PFWG  ■ 
D)  Work  group 


3,  ftjRPOSE,  NEED  AND  OBJECTIVE  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION: 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 


5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  Recommended  Action 

2.  No  Action 


6.  BRIEF  DESCRIPTION  OF  AFFECTED  ENVIROfMENT: 


The  streamtanks  of  tributaries  and  the  main  stem  of  the  UMR 
from  Saverton ,  Missouri  to  Gut tenberg  ,  Iowa.  cee  FFWG  Tech¬ 
nical  Appendix,  Volume  II  for  detailed  description. 


7,  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered: 


8.  INFERENCES 


Recommended 


1 1  t:  1UC 


litu-ii'-K 


will  have  no  envi  roncivii  t  a 


impacts.  "he  L  1  e  ri:.  u  a  t-  ,>f  study  f  i  n  d  ~ 
i  n  {.*  a  nay  result  in  pro  j  a  1 ;;  for  s  \  «•  c  i  f  i  c 
streaisUnk  erosion  fuiitiu  !  f  retrains  which 
would  have  site  specific  direct  en  v  i  r  o  rune  n  t  a  I 
impacts  and  indirect  impacts  on  the  UMR  and 
tributaries  affected,  and  its  cultural 
resources . 


Desired  information  would 
and  long  term  development 
control  programs  would  be 


not  be  obtained 
of  sediment 
hampered . 


arid  data  n>-'  .!»•• 

*•  1  i  ;  r.t  r-. 
na  r  r *  :  vt-  (  ta  ••  • 


Same  as  above  . 


9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

The  recommended  action  is  the  only  alternative  identified,  other 
than  no  action  and  would  meet  stated  objective. 


10.  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  □  FONSI 

B)  |3  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A.  iceded  Responsible  agency: 
D)  □  E.I.S.  needed  Resfonsible  agency:  _ 

11.  Amitional  discussion/notes: 
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P"  /1R0NMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1,  Component : 

Sed: merit  a n a  r.  r  c  s  i *.> r. 


3.  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

oeci  i  re  n  tat  i  on  is  ocouriny  in  the  channel  arid  backwater  areas 
and  reducing  fish  and  wildlife  valuer.  The  extent  of  this 
problem,  how  it  can  be  corrected,  and  specific  programs  to 
implement  are  unknown.  This  recommendation  will  aid  in 
•ieveioiing  long-term,  solutions  to  the  problem.. 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

Carry  out  detailed  cross-section  surveys  of  the  UMR  and  use  data 
to  develop  and  implement  programs  of  backwater  rehabilitation. 


5.  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  Recommended  Action 

2.  II o  Action 

3.  Monitor  off-channel  areas 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

Main  channel  and  backwaters  of  UMR  from  faverton,  Missouri  north 
to  Guttenberg,  Iowa.  fee  PFWG  Draft  Technical  Appendix,  Volume 
II  for  detailed  description. 


12U 


9,  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

'I  r.  1 .  re  *  •  r.r.'v.da *.  :  •:  r.  wn.  :*•/»•;<  ;  ••••i  h r,  t  \  e  l •‘an.  1  <.* v 1  ar.d  incorporated 
the  inter.*  alternative  i  as  we!  ar  need  :•  Identified  at  team  1  eve 


10.  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  (2  FQNSI 

B)  E  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency:  >w:c  -  see  below 
D)  □  E.I.S.  needed  Responsible  agency:  _ 

U,  Additional  discussion/notes: 

F W 7 C  will  have  to  desiccate  resp^ricible  party  to  conduct  further 
E.A.  and/or  F  .  I  .  I’ .  information  when  s  i  t  e- s  pec  i  f  i  c  backwater 
rehabilitation  programs  proposed. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component : 

Pediment  a;:J  F.rociou 

2.  Tracing  nimsers: 

A)  Final  21 _ _ 

B)  Prep  12 _ 

0  PFWG  _1_1 _ 

D)  Work  group  1212 _ 

3.  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

force  boat  harbors  and  recreational  *»  ?  f  ♦-  r  :  area 
severe  s e d i r. e r: t a t  i  o r.  ,  thus  limit.  :  r  i  r  ;•  e 

of  this  reconmeridat  i  on  is  to  rehab  I  *  i r at*  ace*- 
access  areas  so  that  they  can  c* <- n t  in- '*  *•  -arr 
function. 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

Identify  boat  harbors  ar,  d  accesj  areas  nee  iii.tr  rehab  i  .  i  t  at  i  on 
or  relocation  and  develop  plans  to  solve  problems  noted. 


5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  Recommended  action 

2.  II o  Action 

3.  Public  agency  own  dredge 

i* .  Establish  private  fund  to  dredge 

5.  Relocate  or  redesign  problem,  accesses 

6.  Require  local  gov't  to  maintain 

7.  User  tax  pay  for  maintenance 

8.  Restructure  existing  fund  sources 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

The  recommendation  does  not  specify  locations  of  access  areas, 
tut  calls  for  identification  of  those  that  need  work,  so 
directly  affected  environment  is  unknown.  General  description 
potentially  is  all  existing  access  areas.  See  RWG  Appendix 
for  location  of  areas. 
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Environicntal  consequences  of  alternatives  considered 


Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  Q  F0NS1 

B)  JV]  This  assessrent  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A,  needed  Responsible  agency 
D)  □  E.I.S.  needed  Responsible  agency: 


/toDITIONAL  discussion/notes: 


H.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  RESOURCES 


I 

I 

I 

I 


I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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of  the  impacts  of  I  I  '*  Non-quantifiable  economic  benefits  and  costs  are 

dredging  a  backwater.  I  I  displayed  in  Environmental  Quality  Account. 


RECOftENDATION  39 


As  the  GREAT  recommendations  regarding  dredging  and  main  channel 
modifications  are  implemented,  frequent  consultation  will  be  needed  on 
fish  and  wildlife  resources.  A  specific  coordinating  team  will  be 
needed  to  respond  quickly  in  providing  direction  as  to  which  course  of 
action  will  protect  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  This  will  minimize 
delays  when  responsive  direction  and  consultations  are  needed.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  there  will  be  a  continuing  need  for  coordination  of  broad  scope 
river  management  studies  and  investigations.  Such  an  inter-agency 
group  will  be  critical  in  developing  and  facilitating  research  too  com¬ 
prehensive  for  any  one  agency  to  handle. 

A  Fish  and  Wildlife  Interagency  Committee  (FWIC)  should  be  desig¬ 
nated  and  funded  to  provide  coordination  regarding  fish  and  wildlife 
matters  associated  with  main  channel  dredging,  dredged  material  dispos¬ 
al,  physical  river  modifications ,  backwater  modifications ,  and  river 
management  studies  and  investigations .  The  FWIC  should  be  composed  of 
fish  and  wildlife  biologists  from  Wisconsin,  Iowa,  Illinois,  Missouri, 
JSFWS  and  COE.  Initially  this  committee  will  be  chaired  by  USFWE. 
Member  agencies  should  provide  funds  necessary  for  their  participation. 

Specific  areas  where  the  FWIC  should  provide  such  coordination  are 
to : 

*  Define  fish  and  wildlife  management  objectives. 

*  Develop  and  recommend  a  comprehensive  fish  and  wildlife  manage¬ 
ment  plan  for  the  entire  GREAT  II  reach  (based  on  above  objec¬ 
tives  ) . 

*  Consider  the  development  of  a  fish  and  wildlife  management  plan 
for  Pool  19  as  highest  priority  (see  Fish  and  Wildlife  Discus¬ 
sion,  Chapter  2). 

*  Ensure  compatibility  of  all  FWIC  activities  with  those  of  the 
JMRBC  in  the  development  of  UMR  resource  management  plans  and  to 
avoid  duplication  of  efforts  in  the  collection  or  dissemination 
of  data  (see  Recommendations  52  and  53). 

*  Analyze  any  proposed  introductions  of  organisms  not  native  to  the 
UMR  corridor  to  determine  compatibility  with  the  integrity  of  the 
native  communities  before  they  are  introduced.  An  agreement  be¬ 
tween  agencies  should  be  established  through  the  UMRCC  for  pro¬ 
viding  direction  for  new  species  introductions.  Suitability  for 
continued  use  of  already  established  exotic  species  should  be 
determined,  and  a  restrictive  list  should  be  created  for  those 
found  not  desirable. 

The  FWIC  will  also  coordinate  and  develop  recommendations  regarding 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  navigation  channel.  This  function 
is  specifically  addressed- in  the  Channel  Maintenance  Plan. 


RECOMMENDATION  40 


A  considerable  wed  t  .  Information  is  available  on  the  distritu- 
•„  aouniance ,  pcpulat '  ..  characteristics,  and  harvest  of  many  fish 
a...!  wildlife  resources  of  the  Upper  Mississippi  River.  The  value  of 
•such  of  that  information  for  use  in  modern  management  decision-making 
processes  is  greatly  limited,  however ,  for  various  reasons.  With  an 
over-changing  river  environment,  information  previously  collected  on 
tne  distribution,  abun  lance,  population  characteristics,  and  harvest  of 
fish  and  wildlife  resource  say  not  be  applicable  to  present  conditions 
Much  of  the  information  available  concentrates  on  a  relatively  few  spe¬ 
cies  of  significant  sport  or  commercial  value,  nearly  all  of  the  in¬ 
formation  is  collected  for  specific  sites  or  areas.  The  ability  to  in¬ 
tegrate  information  and  apply  it  to  the  biological  system  as  a  whole  is 
se/ere.Ly  limited  by  incongruities  in  sampling  methods  or  data  analysis, 
and  tne  intermittent  nature  and  seasonal  differences  in  data  collection 

To  acquire  the  needed  biological  information  base  for  current  man¬ 
agement  planning  and  decisions,  the  following  studies  are  recommended 
to  be  completed  by  the  USFV.’S  in  cooperation  with  the  other  state  and 
feueral  natural  resource  management  agencies: 

*  Jolcectioii  s:  information  on  the  distribution,  abundance,  popula¬ 
tion  characteristics ,  and  harvest  of  all  fish  and  wildlife  spe¬ 
cies  in  the  UMR,  on  a  systematic  basis. 

*  A  program  to  monitor  federal  and  state  endangered  or  threatened 
species  to  obtain  information  on  abundance  and  population  char¬ 
acteristics.  Particular  emphasis  should  be  placed  on  present 
habitat  utilization  within  the  UMR  floodplain  so  that  habitat 
management  techniques  may  be  developed  for  the  species. 

*  Monitor  the  nesting  sites  of  colonial  nesting  birds.  New  sites 
should  be  located  and  mapped. 

*  Develop  and  implement  a  plan  to  inventory  the  submergent  charac¬ 
teristics  of  the  UMR.  The  plan  should  consist  in  part  of  the 
pilot  plan  developed  for  the  FWMWG.  However,  new  technologies 
must  also  be  investigated  to  make  the  inventory  economically 
feasible  and  easy  to  up-date. 

Much  of  the  above  studies  when  completed,  in  addition  to  existing 
information,  is  site  specific  data.  Considering  the  size  of  the  UMR 
corridor,  a  bookkeeping  system  for  storage  and  immediate  retrieval  of 
collected  data  becomes  necessary  for  management  purposes.  One  avail¬ 
able  system  is  the  Geographic  Information  System  (GIS)  which  is  being 
used  for  long-range  planning  on  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  W^ld  Life 
and  Fish  Refuge.  Therefore,  the  USFWS  should  expand  and  complete  the 
GIS  for  the  entire  UMR  corridor  and  should  keep  it  current  as  new  data 
is  collected.  The  GIS  should  be  available  to  all  natural  resource  man¬ 
agement  agencies. 
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RECtWENDATION  41 


Several  studies  on  the  UMR  need  to  be  completed  to  adequately  ad¬ 
dress  various  aspects  of  habitat  enhancement  through  backwater  modifi¬ 
cations.  The  RID/COE  should  complete  the  following  investigations  in 
coordination  with  the  FWIC : 

*  Initiate  a  pilot  project  to  determine  the  feasibility  and  envi¬ 
ronmental  considerations  for  dredging  a  backwater  area. 

*  Use  in-house  capability,  if  available,  to  apply  the  physical, 
chemical  and  biological  data  from  Burnt  Pocket ,  Fountain  City  Bay , 
and  any  other  side  channel  alteration  studies  to  other  computer 
models  or  methodologies  to  further  test  and  refine  the  capability 
to  predict  the  biological  consequences  of  physical  alterations  to 
side  channels  and  backwaters. 

*  The  feasibility  of  using  fine  sediments  for  agricultural  purposes 
in  the  GREAT  II  area  should  be  investigated.  Potential  dredging 
of  the  backwaters  will  require  the  disposal  of  significant  amounts 
of  silty  materials. 

*  Unless  agricultural  disposal  is  shown  to  be  feasible,  it  is  likely 
most  disposal  would  occur  in  areas  of  basically  monotypic  lowland 
hardwood  habitat . 

Unlike  dredged  sand,  it  is  thought  that  dredged  silt  may  pro¬ 
vide  opportunities  for  enhancing  lowland  hardwood  habitat.  The 
RID/COE  and  the  USFWS  in  cooperation  with  the  Illinois  Department 
of  Conservation  and  the  U.S.  Soil  Conservation  Service  have  devel¬ 
oped  a  plan  to  evaluate  habitat  development  on  silt  in  conjunction 
with  the  Fulton  Local  Flood  Protection  Project.  This  plan  will 
evaluate  silt  tolerance  and  growing  success  of  tree,  shrub,  vine 
and  grass  species  that  are  beneficial  to  wildlife.  Additional  in¬ 
formation  will  be  sought  to  determine  the  relative  effect  of  vary¬ 
ing  disposal  depths  on  vegetative  survival.  Effects  on  cultural 
resources  must  also  be  considered. 

Desorption  of  pollutants  from  dredged  silts  and  muds  is  a  defi¬ 
nite  possibility.  A  water  quality  monitoring  program  should  be 
initiated  with  any  demonstrations,  or  addressed  in  any  feasibility 
studies.  It  is  possible  that  complete  containment  of  the  dredged 
material  and  water  may  be  required,  which  may  affect  habitat  de¬ 
velopment  . 

The  RID/COE  should  complete  the  dredging  and  habitat  develop¬ 
ment  project  and  monitoring  program  described  in  the  Technical 
Report  for  the  Fulton  Local  Flood  Protection  Project  Stage  IIIC. 

*  Based  on  the  information  obtained  above  as  well  as  that  gathered 
in  conjunction  with  various  side  channel  opening  or  closure  pro¬ 
jects  (FWMWG-GREAT  I,  SCWG-GREAT  II),  the  RID/COE  should  complete 
the  priority  IB  backwater  alterations  as  prioritized  by  the  SCWG 
(see  Criteria  for  the  Determination  of  Appropriate  Action  in 
Priority  1  Backwaters  -  Section  II. D.  -  SCWG  Appendix).  The  RID/ 
COE  should  coordinate  these  alterations  with  the  FWIC  to  ensure 
maximum  benefit  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 
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SCWG  Priority  IB  Sites 

Cites  which  have  lost  considerable  value  to  "natural 
these  sites  will  continue  to  lose  habitat  value  at  a 
Remedial  action  is  required  irmi<sdiatej.y  if  the  area 
served. 

C  cL'-iS  S3  . 

rapid  rate, 
is  to  be  pre- 

POOL 

site 

RIVER  MILE 

il 

Ackerman's  Cut 

Goetz  Island  Cide  Channel 

Jack  Oak  Slough 

Bertom  Lake 

Unnamed 

613. 9L 

6l4 . 5K 
605-9L 
602.pL 

599  oL 

-- 

Stump  Island 

Industrial  Chemical  Light 

Harris  Slough 

582. UL 

578. 0-579 .01 
564. 0-566. 0L 

It 

Lainsville  Slough 
iirown ' s  uake  complex 

Pin  Oak  Lake 

Spring  Lake  Levee 

545.3k 

54 4. 0-546. OK 
5L1.9P 

531.0-53/. IL 

14 

Sunfish/Cattaii  Slough 

516. 0-513. 01 

No  Cites  in  Priority  IB 

lo 

Andalusia  Island 

Dead  Slougn 

Wyoming  Slough 

Drurp  Sic ugh 

463. 5- 066 . 5L 

461. 5- 464. 0L 

4  58. 0-461.  OF. 
1-59. 0-461. 0L 

IT 

Blancnard  Island 

449. 0L 

lo 

Sturgeon  or  Boston  Bay 

Unnamed 

Blackhawk  Island 

Kingston  Bar 

Campbell  Island 

/33.0-434.0L 
429. 2-4 30. 8R 
427. OR 

4  24.  OP. 

419. 5-423. 3L 

19 

Otter  Slough 

Unnamed 

Grape  Island 

407. 0-409. OR 
39/. 5R 

391. OR 

CO 

Taylor  Chute 

Huff /Hunt  Islands 

353. OL 

439. 0-350. 0L 

21 

Bear  Creek  Recreation  Area 

Long  Island 

Teal  Island 

Triangle  Lake 

Broad  Lake /Quincy  Bay 

Monkey  Chute 

3/1. 0L 

333. 5L 

332. 5L 

330. 0L 

328. 0-329. 2L 
325. OR 
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T" 


POOL  SITE 


RIVER  MILE 


22  Texas  Chute 

Beebe  Island 
Unnamed 


32h . OL 

31b.7-3lB.5U 
316 . OL 


(NOTE:  The  SCWG  also  identified  backwaters  in  need  of  alteration 
that  have  been  impacted  by  construction,  operation  and  maintenance 
of  the  navigation  channel.  This  recommendation  is  in  the  Channel 
Maintenance  Plan. ) 


*  Initiate  a  research  and  development  program  in  conjunction  witn 
the  COE,  to  determine  the  equipment  (pieces  of  equipment  or 
equipment  system)  necessary  for  performing  large  scale  backwater 
alterations . 


RECOfENDATION  42 

The  RID/COE  in  conjunction  with  the  FWIC  should  develop  and  scope  a 
study  to  determine  the  cumulative  effects  of  increased  industrial,  muni¬ 
cipal,  residential  and  recreational  encroachment  on  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat  and  the  effect  of  environmental  regulations  on  industrial ,  muni¬ 
cipal,  residential  and  recreational  development  in  the  UMR  corridor. 

The  results  of  such  a  study  will  aid  permitting  agencies  in  making  per¬ 
mitting  decisions. 
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RECOMMENDATION  43 

Although  there  are  many  studies  which  could  be  identified  for  sup¬ 
port,  based  on  tue  significance  of  the  completion  of  these  studies  to 
protecting  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  the  following  studies  should  be 
completed  and  the  collection  of  information  coordinated  with  the  ORRMT: 

*  The  UMRBC  Master  Plan  Study  has  outlined  and  initiated  studies  to 
address  future  environmental  management  needs/concerns  on  the  UMR. 
It  is  questionable,  due  to  time  and  funding  constraints,  that 
these  studies  will  be  completed.  The  results  of  the  Master  Plan 
should  be  coordinated  with  FWIC  and  these  studies  completed  as 
necessary . 

*  Address  the  impacts  of  commercial  and  recreational  navigation 
on  the  fish  and  wildlife  resources  of  the  UMR . 

*  identify  measures  that  can  be  used  for  mitigation,  restoration, 
protection,  management  and  enhancement  of  environmental  re¬ 
sources  . 

*  Determine  the  adverse  and  beneficial  impacts  of  each  measure 
identified  with  respect  to: 

-  the  environment 

-  national  and  regional  economies ,  and 

-  the  social  character  of  the  region. 

*  Determine  which  of  those  measures  identified  can  be  immediately 
implemented. 

*  Determine  costs  and  studies  for  those  measures  identified  which 
will  require  demonstration  projects  to  evaluate  adverse  and 
beneficial  impacts. 

*  RID/COE  should  complete  the  winter  biological  studies  recommended 
in  their  feasibility  report  on  year-round  navigation. 

*  Coordinated  refuge  master  planning  effort  on  the  Upper  Missis¬ 
sippi  Wild  Life  and  Fish  Refuge. 
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'  I.VIP.GNMNTAL  SUWAP.Y 


1,  COMPONENT ; 


2.  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  _ _ _ 

B)  to  _ _ 

0  PFWG  '  -  ■  '  •  ■  '  ■  '  .  ■ . j 

D)  Work  group  ■  '  ■  ■  j  ; 

3.  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 


<4,  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 


5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

All  fish  and  v  i vllife  renr.urcp;  of  the  UMR  from  Favertcr.  , 
Missouri  north  \r  iutt  enlerg ,  Iowa.  fee  PFWG  draft  Technical 
Appendix,  Volume  T1  for  detailed  description. 
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7.  Environtcntal  consequences  of  alternatives  considered:  8.  References: 


Recommended 

These  are  no  direct  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  establishment  of  FWTC. 
Indirect  env i  ronmeti t al  consequences  should 
be  beneficial  as  the  purpose  of  FWIC  is  to 
assure  fish  and  wildlife  resources  are 
thoroughly  considered  in  all  management 
actions . 

FWMWG  Appendix  (  I& 1 1 ] 
SCWG  Appendix  (ifcll) 
Evaluation  of  pool  1< 
Results  of  OSIT  -  $e< 
Channel  Maintenance 
Plan  handbook  and 
data  as  described 
in  i nt roducto ry 
narrative  (parts  ill 
and  IV ) . 

to  Action 

Direct  result  will  be  little  or  No  compre¬ 
hensive  coordination  and  indirect  long¬ 
term  impacts  could  be  continued  degradation 
of  F/W  resources . 

Same  as  above . 

9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

No  action  or  continued  separation  of  efforts  will  not  result  in 
needed  coordination. 


10,  EnVIROMCNTAL  DOCUMENTS  REQUIRED', 

A)  GQ  PGNSI 

B)  [3  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency:  uttv.t  and  states  affected 
D)  □  E. I. S.  needed  Responsible  agency: _ (see  beiov) _ 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 

Development  and  implementation  of  comprehensive  fish  and  wildlife 
plans  may  require  additional  E.A.  and/or  E.I.S.  documentation. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component: 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

2.  Tracing  nucers: 

A)  Final  _ 

B)  Prep  _ 

0  PWG  1  30b,  6297,  6299,  6290.  6319 

D)  ttwcGRgp303i,  302b,  3026,  3oih,  3013 


3.  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

Information  on  the  distribution  and  abundance  of  fish  and 
wildlife  is  inadequate  for  many  management  objectives.  The 
purpose  of  this  recommendation  is  to  undertake  studies  to 
obtain  information  indent! fied  by  GREAT  II  as  necessary  for 
improved  management  . 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

Collect  identified  data  and  place  in  an  information  system  for 
K-rrur*-  ui.-.i  immediate  retrieval. 


5.  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  Recommended  Action 

2 .  No  Action 

3.  Monitor  endangered  species 

Complete  submergent  characteristics  study 

5.  Terminate  Sub.  Char.  Study  at  stage  2 

6.  Obtain  data  on  species  distribution  and  abundance 

7.  Continue  current  investigations 

8.  Complete  GIS 

9.  Monitor  Colonial  bird  nesting. 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

The  affected  environment  to  be  studied  are  the  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  of  the  UMR .  See  Fish  and  Wildlife  Work  Group  Appendix 
and  the  PFWG  Draft  Technical  Appendix,  Volume  II  for  detailed  de¬ 
scription. 
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7.  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered:  8.  References: 


Recommended 


!f  no  action  is  taken  a  minimum  of  valuable 
and  livcei'SHry  data  will  be  collect  a  at  the 
present  rate.  I  roper  management  of  fi -h  an  l 
wildlife  resources  will  continue  to  be 
hampered . 


KWf'W'1  A  j  i  i.  i  •  x 
hn  -i  a  I;g  e  red  specie;: 
Act,  K WV W'.l  submer¬ 
ge  n  t  character; sties 
:•  t  u d y  ,  r c  ope  of  Work 
ORKAT  I  FWMU’u 
!  i  lot.  Ft ud*‘  es 
U.Mh.HC  and  UMRCC 
information  and 
data  as  described 
in  i  nt  raduc  ti-ry 
narrative  (parts 
III  and  IV). 


Same  as  above . 


9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

Recommended  Action  is  a  combination  of  alternatives  3*^,6, 8,9,  and 
a  Team  approved  study  of  proposed  introduction  of  non-native  or¬ 
ganisms.  All  combined  are  needed  to  improve  management  data  base. 


10.  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  □  FONSI 

B)  JT]  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency:  usrws  and  federal  and  state 

_  management  agencies  -  3*ee  Below 

D)  □  E. I. S.  NEEDED  ^SPONSIBLE  AGENCY:  _ _ _ _ ___ 

11.  Aioitional  discussiofu'notes: 

Actions  taken  as  a  result  of  these  studies  may  require  an  E.A.  and/ 
or  F  .  I  .S  . 
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[NVIPONFENTAL  SUMMARY 


1,  Component: 

2,  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  ___ 

B)  Prep  _ _ 

0  PNG  _ l 

D)  Work  group  •_ 

3,  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 


5,  List  of  alternatives  evaujated; 


A  I  l 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  envirowent: 

Tr.-  t'i^V>LerL  c  f  *.».«?  V'-U-  w!]l  t.-«>  *!.•=- 
I  :  KW  :  Tocr.nioni  A? -r*> 

Arp.eri.iix,  t.  i  *V.M  Apieniix  For  ietni 


7.  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered: 


References: 


Recommended 


A  \ p  r  ..  x  l  :•  :t  *  .  y  (i  0  0 a  c  r  «.• o  !*  L  ackwnier;- 

h’ive  t«*e:.  or  Hr*-*  L  >.•  i  n  g  .  -  •  *  a 

rfiiaU  f  >-.i  i  j\e  nt.  accumulation, 
additional  li’,000  to  38,000  a.' res 
lost  over  the  next  5  0  years  if  no 
is  taken. 


Rationale  for  seuected  alternative: 

The  recommended  action  is  a  combination  of  alternatives  3,5,6,9,10  and 
are  intended  to  address  the  many  aspects  of  this  problem  to  enable 
management  agencies  to  make  the  best  decisions  for  how  to  rehabilitate 
backwater  areas. 


Envirowental  documents  required: 

A)  □  FONSI 

B)  Q  This  assessment  adequate 

0  El  Additional  E,A.  needed  Responsible  agency:  pid/coe  (see  below) 
D)  El  E.l.S.  needed  Responsible  agency:  same 


Additional  discussion/notes: 

Although  the  studies  do  not  need  E.A.  or  E.I.3.  documentation,  any 
physical  pilot  studies,  actual  dredging  or  physical  backwater 
change  proposals  will  need  to  be  assessed. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component: 


2.  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  _ _ 

B)  Prep  ■  _ 

0  PRfc  _ 

D)  Work  group  _ 

3.  Rjrpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

it*  i.uv*  ’  h  »>'  .;/  V  :  a:.e  j  .  a.  .  r.t  * 

.•  *  h  :  ••'.\,vr1!!.pr.  ih*  •'  '•  ii  <•  a :  i  .•  r  . 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 


5.  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

:  .  !*.  eoc r. ne  x:  1  e  i  A  o  *  i  ■  r. 

o  A  e  t  i  r. 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

All  fish  and  wildlife  habitat,  in  the  UK:*,  could  event1, 
affected.  See  PFW]  Draft  'i’eehn  i  ea :  Appendix,  Volume 
details. 
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7,  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered: 


8.  Inferences: 


Rationale  for  selected  alternative; 

f  i  (jj;  determined  by  (JHtAT  II  Team  to  be  needed  to  aid  in  overall 
river  resource  management. 


10.  Envirowental  documents  required: 

A)  □  FONSI 

B)  [3  This  assessfent  adequate 

0  O  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency: 
D)  □  E.I.S.  needed  Responsible  agency:  _ 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMKAPY 


Component: 

F  i  is  ii  and  W  i  1  «i  I  i  :'e 

Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  Jl! _ 

B)  Prep  _!£ _ 

0  PFWG  E-C-',  6L96 

D)  Work  group  122Zj.  3 

Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

There  is  a  need  to  assure  completion  of  studies  that  address 
future  environmental  needs  or.  the  UMH.  The  jPFAT  IT  Team  ha 
identified  a  series  of  actions  which  will  improve  overall 
future  management  dee  i  s  i  on-mak  i  r.g  . 


Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

Complete  studies  addressing  navigation  effects,  mitigation 
measures,  winter  biological  studies,  refuge  master  planning, 
etc.  and  coordinate  with  FWIC. 


List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  Recommended  Action 
2  .  No  Action 

3.  Study  impacts  commercial /recreational  navigation 
U.  Do  mitigation  studies 
5.  Do  winter  navigation  studies 


Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

The  fish  and  wildlife  resource  of  the  UMR .  See  PFWG  Draft 
Technical  Appendix,  Volume  II  for  detailed  description. 


r 


m 
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7.  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered:  8.  References: 


tectPMEICED 

There  are  no  direct  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  do in?  these  studies. 

Lon*  term,  beneficial  impacts  to  the  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  will  accrue  if 
study  findings  aid  in  improved  management 
decision-making. 

FWMWG  Appendix,  a n d 
data  as  described 
!  r.  introductory 
r.  u  rrutive  (  p  a  r  t  s  III 
and  IV). 

t)  Action 

Continued  data-garc  and  lack  of  i  n  *'o  rnat  i  or; 
f c r  improved  fish  and  wildlife  resource 
management  decisions. 

fane  as  above. 

9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

The  recommended  action  i :  a  combination  of  alternatives  3  ,  ^  ,  and  5 
and  address  a  broad  rar.-ge  of  issues  determined  necessary  components 
of  improved  management. 


10.  EnVIRCPWENTAL  DOCUMENTS  REQUIRED: 

A)  a  FQNSI 

B)  jT]  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A,  needed  Responsible  agency: _ f:p/c-t  f«t<:  tr> 

D)  □  E. I. S.  needed  Responsible  agency: _ 

11.  Aditional  discussion/notes: 

Studies  themselve  do  not  need  K  .  A  .  or  K.I.S.  documentation.  Future 
actions  result inr  From  study  finding  nay  need  E.A.  and/or  F.T.f. 
docunenta t ion  . 
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4. 


I.  CULTURAL  AND  AESTHETIC 
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DISPLAY  OF  ACCOUNTS 
REOJffDHED  PLAT4 
CULTURAL  AND  AESTHETIC  CO 
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Non-quantif iable  economic  benefits  and  costs  are 
displayed  in  the  Environmental  Quality  Account. 


RECOITtNDATION  W 


There  is  evidence  that  our  natural  heritage  is  being  lost  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  changing  land  uses  without  proper  controls  or  protections .  The 
components  of  our  natural  heritage,  that  is  fragile  natural,  scenic  and 
cultural  areas,  must  first  be  identified  in  order  that  they  may  be  pro¬ 
tected  for  future  generations . 

Approximately  25  states  have  initiated  a  program  to  identify,  lo¬ 
cate  and  make  protection  plans  for  remaining  natural  areas  (i.e.,  areas 
which  still  demonstrate  an  undisturbed  nature  reminiscent  of  their  con¬ 
dition  at  the  time  of  settlement),  Many  of  the  25  states  are  coopera¬ 
ting  with  the  Nature  Conservancy  in  establishment  of  a  "Heritage  Pro¬ 
gram"  in  their  state. 

The  state  management  agencies,  the  RID/COE  and  the  USFWS,  should 
develop  and  complete  a  natural  history  survey  to  identify  those  natural, 
scenic  and  cultural  areas  needing  protection.  When  this  survey  has 
been  completed  the  state  agencies  should  use  the  information  collected 
to  prepare  natural  and  cultural  area  base  plans.  The  plans  should  in¬ 
clude  a  system  to  protect  from  loss  those  areas  identified  in  the  natu¬ 
ral  history  survey.  The  plans  should  also  include  guidelines  to  estab¬ 
lish  control  entities  in  areas  where  none  exist.  State  management  agen¬ 
cies  should  observe  the  criteria  for  funding  of  natural  history  surveys, 
as  set  forth  in  the  Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service  Manual 
-  "Guidelines  for  Planning  Assistance". 


RECOmENDATION  45 

Industrial/commercial  development  in  the  form  of  unlimited  strip 
development,  can  adversely  impact  the  aesthetics  and  natural  habitat 
value  of  the  river  corridor.  Industrial  development  (as  carried  out 
per  Executive  Oders  11988  and  11990)  in  the  form  of  commercial  terminal 
complexes  should  be  encouraged  through  tax  incentives  or  through  muni¬ 
cipal  comprehensive  planning  as  a  means  to  limit  strip  development. 

In  order  to  protect  the  aesthetic  quality  of  the  river  and  at  the  same 
time  establish  greater  efficiency  in  industrial  development,  all  levels 
of  government  should  encourage  consolidation  into  terminal  complexes 
during  local  plan  formulation  prior  to  request  for  permits. 
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RECOMMENDATION  46 


Adequate  management  of  cultural  resources  on  federal  lands  is 
severely  constrained  by  the  lack  of  locational  data.  The  identifica¬ 
tion  of  such  resources,  nomination  of  significant  cultural  properties 
to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  and  management  of  the  cul¬ 
tural  resources  is  required  by  EO-11593,  Public  Law  89-665,  and  imple¬ 
menting  regulations  of  the  involved  federal  agencies. 

The  RID/COE  and  the  USFWS  own  and/or  manage  the  majority  of  the 
federal  lands  in  the  GREAT  II  study  area.  In  order  to  assure  proper 
protection  of  cultural  resources  in  the  GREAT  II  area  and  to  preserve 
important  examples  of  these  non-renewable  resources  for  future  genera¬ 
tions,  the  RID/COE  in  coordination  with  the  USFWS,  should  develop  and 
implement  a  systematic  survey  to  locate  and  identify  cultural  resources 
in  the  GREAT  II  reach  of  the  "MR .  This  task  should  be  accomplished  in 
coordination  with  the  HCRS  and  SHPO's. 

The  survey  should  incorporate,  at  a  minimum,  the  following  activi¬ 
ties  : 

*  Conducting  geomorphic  studies  of  present  land  surface  and  litera¬ 
ture  and  document  search  of  preinundation  landscape  to  determine 
likely  areas  of  location  of  buried  archaeological  sites. 

*  Conducting  UMR  bank  surveys  to  locate  and  identify  unknown  arch¬ 
eological  sites  which  are  being  affected  by  wave  action. 

*  Conducting  a  thorough  historical  records  search  and  evaluation  to 
identify  location  of  known  steamboat  wrecks. 

*  Expansion  of  their  administrative  policy  on  removal  of  sunken 
wrecks  and  obstructions.  Where  such  wrecks  are  an  obstacle  to 
navigation,  their  removal  should  be  alternative  where  the  wreck 
is  located  in  either  the  main  channel  and/or  other  commercially 
navigable  waters . 

*  Conducting  a  historic  architectural/engineering  survey  of  as- 
built  navigation  system  structures  as  a  significant  historic  net¬ 
work. 
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RECOfENDATION  47 


The  perception  of  33  CFR  305  (the  implementing  regulations  of  the 
COE  for  identification  and  administration  of  cultural  resources)  by 
SHPO's  and  state  preservation  program  staff  is  that  sections  of  the 
regulations  are  vague  and  their  application  varies  between  COE  dis¬ 
tricts  . 

In  order  to  increase  the  accuracy  and  consistency  of  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  this  regulation  among  the  staff  which  work  with  the  regulations 
on  a  daily  basis,  the  NCD/COE  should  conduct  regular  workshops  at  the 
Division  level  for  district  staffs  and  state  preservation  program  staff. 
The  programs  should  include  definitions  and  interpretations  of  33  CFR 
305  as  well  as  the  problems  that  have  resulted  to  date  in  compliance 
with  the  regulation.  The  CRWG  Appendix  documents  15  sites  in  the  GREAT 
II  area  where  application  of  the  law  could  be  improved. 


RECOftENDATION  48 


Other  than  private  land  owners,  local  governments  maintain  control 
over  the  majority  of  public  lands  within  urban  areas  and  corporate  lim¬ 
its  of  municipalities.  Contained  on  and  within  these  public  lands  are 
potentially  many  non-renewable  resources  including  archaeological  sites , 
as  well  as  standing  structures  of  architectural  and  historical  interest. 

So  that  the  HCRS  and  the  preservation  programs  of  the  involved 
states  will  work  more  closely  and  intensively  with  local  governments, 
the  HCRS  should  work  with  them,  to  develop  local  ordinances  which,  will, 
at  a  minimum,  consider  the  preservation  and  conservation  aspects  of  the 
built  environment  prior  to  development. 
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FNVIRONMFNTAL  StWtARY 


I 


1. 

2. 


1 


Component  : 

Cultural  and  Aesthic 

Tracing  nu«rs; 

A)  Final  Jil _ 

B)  Prep  21 _ 


0  PWG  6:6?-  626  • 

D)  Work  group  10J3-  1022 


4. 


ftjRPOSE,  NEED  AND  OBJECTIVE  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION: 

,'ur  natural  heritage  is  being  lost  to  recreational  and  other 
types  of  development.  There  is  a  need  to  further  survey  our 
natural,  scenic  and  cultural  areas  and  to  develop  plans,  where 
necessary,  to  protect  these  areas.  This  recommendation  calls 
for  such  action. 


Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

Ce ve 1  op  and  comrlete  a  natural  history  survey  to  identify  areas 
r.eeding  protection  and  develop  plans  for  same. 


5.  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 


recommended  Action 
Y.z  Action 

Prepair  natural  history  survey 
Prepare  land  use  plans/river  corridor 
Improve  agency  awareness  of  visual  resources 
and  impacts 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

The  cultural,  natural  and  scenic  resources  of  the  UMR.  Pee 
FF'.'l  Draft  Technical  Appendix,  Volume  II,  CRV.’O  and  RWG 
Appendix  for  detailed  descriptions. 


I 
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9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 


10.  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  □  F0NS1 

B)  O  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A,  needed  Responsible  agency 

D)  □  E. I, S.  needed  Responsible  agency: 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


Cokment: 

Cultural  and  Aesthetic 

Tracing  nmers: 

A)  Final  _A5 _ 

B)  Prep  __si _ 

0  PWG  6239 _ 

D)  Work  group  1018 


Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

The  aesthetic  character  of  the  UMR  corridor  is  threatened  by 
uncontrolled,  unlimited  strip  industrial  and  commercial  develop¬ 
ment.  There  is  a  need  to  promote  cluster  development  to  mini¬ 
mize  impacts,  as  this  recommendation  suggests. 


Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

Industrial  development  in  the  form  of  commercial  terminal  complexes 
should  be  encouraged  through  incentives  and  permitting  process. 


List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  Recommended  Action 

2.  No  Action 

3.  Allow  Strip  Commercial  development 


Brief  description  of  affected  envircmient: 

The  aesthetic  environment  of  the  UMR .  See  RWG  Appendix  and  PFWG 
Draft  Appendix,  Volume  II  for  detailed  description. 
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10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENTS  REQUIRED: 

A)  □  FONSI 

B)  O  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency; _ 

D)  □  E. I. S.  needed  Responsible  agency; _ 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes; 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component: 

Cultural  and  Aesthetic 

2.  Tracing  rimers: 

A)  Final  Jtl _ 

B)  Prep  J5 _ 

C)  PRft  62X0, 6263, 626U, 6217, 62lU  ,6?6g 

D)  Work  r»»p 5001 .5007 ,5008 ,5519 ,5005,5006 

3.  ftjRPOSE,  NEED  AND  OBJECTIVE  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION: 

There  is  inadequate  identification  and  management  of  cultural 
resources  on  federal  lands,  resulting  in  continued  degradation 
of  these  resources.  The  purpose  of  this  recommendation  is  to 
assure  proper  protection  of  these  resources  on  federal  lands. 


A.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

Complete  reconniasance  surveys  to  identify  cultural  resources 
in  the  UMR . 


5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  Recommended  Action 

2.  No  Action 

3.  Pool  by  Fool  research-incremental 
b .  Total  survey 

5.  Pesearch  pre-enundation  landscape 

6.  Research  only  present  land  surface 

7.  Survey  as-built  navigation  system 
for  sunken  barges 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  enviroment: 

The  cultural  resource  of  the  UMR.  See  CRWG  Appendix  and  PFWG 
Draft  Appendix,  Volume  II  for  detailed  description. 
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7.  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered: 


8.  Inferences 


Recommended 

;  :  '"r" 

to  Action 

An  unknown  number  <>  f  cultural  r  u  r  -er. 

w Mild  continue  t <.  be  Inst. 

9. 


Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

If*  J  Art  i  h;  :  -i  e  ■  rnt  i  n  at  i  on  of  alternatives  •  ,  a  no  7. 
:  r  .  •.  i  t’c  r  u  Vi‘-  a:  prcich  t~  joratirif  c v.  1 1  u r a  .  u 


10.  Enviroiwental  documents  required: 

A)  □  FQNS1 

B)  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A,  needed  Responsible  agency: 

D)  □  E.I.S.  NEEDED  feSPQNSIBLE  AGENCY! 

11.  Additional  discuss  ion/notes i 


i 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUWIAPY 


1.  Component: 

Cultural  and  Aesthetic 

2.  Tracing  rimers: 

A)  Final  JlZ _ 

B)  Rsp  JjL _ 

0  PWG  JlLIL _ 

D)  Work  group  wo; _ 

3.  ftjRPOSE,  NEED  AND  OBJECTIVE  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION: 

There  is  a  need  to  increase  the  accuracy  and  consistency 
of  application  of  33  CFR  305  (identification  and  administra¬ 
tion  of  cultural  resources).  This  recommendation  calls  for 
specific  action  to  meet  this  need. 


4.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

NCD/COE  should  conduct  workshops  regarding  application  of 
33  CFR  305. 


5.  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  lecommended  Action 

2 .  Action 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

The  cultural  resources  on  federal  lands  on  the  UI'R  .  See 
CRWG  Appendix  for  description.  No  detailed  locational 
data  readily  available. 
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Environmental,  consequences  of  alternatives  considered:  8.  References: 


RtCumENDtLD 

fte  Action 

i 

1 

9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 


10.  Envirowental  documents  required: 

A)  □  FONSI 

B)  [□  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A,  needed  Responsible  agency: 

D)  □  E.l.S.  needed  Responsible  agency: 


II.  Additional  discussion/notes: 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMAPY 


1.  Component: 

Cultural  and  Aesthetic 

2.  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  Jl! _ 

B)  Prep  1 I _ 

0  PFWG  _ 

D)  Work  group  212: _ 

3.  Rjrpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

[)eve  lopment  in  the  UMK  fl  oodpl  a; t*.-  !**•:"*  !*  in*-*  in 
..  f  cultural  v *.*  sources. 


A.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

„,r  l!r.v. . .  which  jonriicr  cultural  r>- : ou  r  .*  e  .•  j.rl  r  t:<  i* 


5.  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  Recommended  Action 

2 .  Mo  Action 


6,  Brief  description  of  affected  envipowent: 

The  cultural  resources  in  the  floodplain  of  the  UMK .  Ce 
Appendix  for  information.  II o  detailed  data  readily  avai 
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7.  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered: 


8,  References: 


J.  PUBLIC  INFORMATION  AND  EDUCATION 


I 

I 

I 

I 

1 

I 

I 

I 


1 


I 


I 
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RECOMMENDATION  49 


There  is  a  need  to  provide  public  information  that  will  increase 
public  knowledge  and  understanding  of  the  UMR  resource;  and  its  prob¬ 
lems,  opportunities ,  benefits  and  hazards.  Improving  public  understand¬ 
ing  and  education  will  aid  state  agencies  in  managing  the  river  through 
increased  cooperation,  and  will  help  to  reduce  the  dangers  to  the  pub¬ 
lic  associated  with  use  of  the  UMR.  Many  GREAT  II  work  groups  recom¬ 
mended  initiation  of  a  public  education  and  information  program  for 
their  areas  of  study. 

State  management  agencies  presently  have  public  education  and  infor¬ 
mation  programs.  However,  development  of  information  for  the  public 
about  the  UMR  has  been  limited. 

The  state  and  federal  management  agencies  of  the  GREAT  II  area  should 
fund  the  development  and  implementation  of  a  comprehensive  public  educa¬ 
tion  and  information  program.  The  goals  of  this  program  would  be: 

1.  To  explain  concepts  of  land  use  management  as  a  viable  tool  for 

conservation  and  preservation  of  UMR  resources. 

2.  To  provide  a  centralized,  independent  public  information  and  ed¬ 
ucation  program  about  the  UMR  and  UMR  on-going  activities. 

3.  To  increase  awareness  and  understanding  of  the  UMR: 

*  Development  and  distribution  of  signage,  programs  and  litera¬ 
ture  on  the  opportunities  and  facilities  of  the  UMR  especially 
as  it  relates  to  recreation  and  navigation. 

*  Development  and  distribution  of  signage,  programs  and  litera¬ 
ture  promoting  the  value  of  the  resources  of  the  UMR,  and  the 
need  for  wise  management  of  these  resources,  especially  as  it 
relates  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  cultural  resources, 
water  quality,  dredged  material  and  soil  conservation  measures. 

*  Development  and  distribution  of  signage,  programs  and  litera¬ 
ture  describing  the  management  programs  of  the  URM,  especially 
as  it  relates  to  floodplain  management  and  development. 

*  Development  of  public  education  programs  on  safety  and  litter 
(including  mandatory  safety/operation  education  procedures 
for  boat  rental  companies). 

*  Development  of  programs  to  identify  hazards,  mark  channel  con¬ 
trol  structures  where  suitable  to  allow  safe  passage  of  rec¬ 
reational  craft  and  establish  no-wake  areas  in  high  density 
use  areas . 


RECOMTOATION  50 


The  GREAT  II  PPIWG,  upon  completion  of  the  GREAT  II  public  partici¬ 
pation  and  information  program,  evaluated  the  program  to  determine  how 
future  public  participation  and  information  programs  by  federal  and 
state  agencies  could  be  improved.  Based  on  that  evaluation,  the  follow¬ 
ing  guidelines  are  suggested  (source  GREAT  II  PPIWG  Final  Appendix, 
Chapter  III,  Pages  103-110): 

1.  In  future  studies,  the  public  problem  identification  process 
should  be  included  as  part  of  the  Plan  of  Study  development 
phase.  Extensive  efforts  should  be  made  to  identify  and  invite 
the  affected  public  in  this  effort. 

2.  In  future  studies  of  large  scope  and  covering  a  large  geograph¬ 
ic  area,  the  establishment  of  a  well  balanced  small  citizen 
group  should  be  considered.  Critical  to  the  success  of  the  ef¬ 
fectiveness  of  the  group  are  the  following: 

*  A  consistent  well  documented  on-gcing  process  for  informing 
and  obtaining  responses  of  such  a  group  should  be  built  into 
the  overall  study  process  beginning  with  tiie  earliest  stage 
of  the  study. 

*  Sufficient  funds  from  the  study  budget  should  be  allocated  to 
provide  staff  support,  material  reproduction  costs,  etc.,  for 
the  group. 

*  Tne  overall  study  process  should  be  designed  to  provide  ade¬ 
quate  time  for  the  group  to  thoroughly  review  and  comment  cn 
materials  -  especially  those  materials  directly  affecting 
study  decisions  -  before  the  decisions  are  actually  made. 

3.  For  studies  of  large  scope,  long  duration  and  covering  large 
geographic  areas,  general  informational  public  meetings  should 
not  be  used  except  at  critical  points,  alternate  less  expensive 
and  more  effective  means,  such  as  newsletters,  media  releases, 
and  personal  letters  are  more  effective. 

4.  In  nearly  all  technical  studies  where  the  amount  and  complexity 
of  information  is  extensive,  the  study  sponsors  should  explore 
the  use  of  one  or  more  intensive  workshop-type  sessions  for  in¬ 
terested  public  interests.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  the  GREAT  I 
and  GREAT  II  experiences ,  the  following  guidelines  should  be 
used  in  workshop  development: 

*  The  workshop  should  be  scheduled’  into  the  overall  study  pro¬ 
cess  in  some  cases  as  a  substitute  for  critical  point  public 
meetings.  The  optimum  times  for  workshops  are  (l)  upon  com¬ 
pletion  of  the  Plan  of  Study,  (2)  just  prior  to  the  formal 
public  review  process  for  major  draft  products. 

*  Essential  to  the  success  of  a  workshop  experience  is  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  a  good  audio-visual  materials  for  use  at  the 
workshop.  Clear,  concise  summaries  of  information  to  be 
discussed  (narrated  slide  shows  are  particularly  effective) 
should  be  developed  by  study  staff. 

*  Study  members  should  be  fully  briefed  in  advance  of  the  in¬ 
tent  of  the  workshop,  their  roles,  the  information  to  be 
covered,  and  the  format  to  be  used. 


*  Psychological  aspects  of  the  workshop  should  not  be  over¬ 
looked.  Maximum  retention  of  data  and  promotion  of  dialogue 
can  be  achieved  by  holding  the  workshop  in  comfortable  sur¬ 
roundings  that  are,  at  the  same  time,  formal. 

*  Finally,  a  person  or  persons  should  be  assigned  to  record 
workshop  proceedings  to  be  provided  at  a  later  date  in  visual 
form  to  participants  or  other  interested  parties .  To  assure 
accuracy  either  a  tape  recorder  or  stenographer/court  report¬ 
er  should  record  the  proceedings. 

5.  To  the  extent  possible  every  study  should  have  a  person  or  per¬ 
sons  available  to  "go  on  the  road"  with  information  for  inte¬ 
rest  groups,  governmental  bodies,  etc.,  in  the  study  area.  Per¬ 
sonal  visits  with  public  clientel  seems  to  be  the  best  way  to 
get  information  out  and  to  gather  public  attitudes  about  study 
items . 

6.  In  those  cases  where  a  study  has  a  direct  impact  on  local 
government  (i.e.,  local  flood  control  project)  special  efforts 
must  be  made  to  work  with  local  government  units. 

7.  An  integral  part  of  any  study  budget  should  be  the  funding  of  a 
solid  public  participation  and  information  program  with  adequate 
staffing.  In  the  GREAT  II  Study,  6%  of  the  study  budget  was  al¬ 
located  to  the  PPIWG  program  under  contract  to  a  private  consul¬ 
tant.  Contacts  with  other  PPI  staffs  in  similar  studies  indi¬ 
cates  that  an  allocation  of  up  to  10#  of  the  budget  is  usually 
adequate  to  carry  out  an  adequate  program  (not  counting  the 
quality  and  efficiency  of  the  program  staff). 

8.  In  future  multi-agency  studies,  consideration  should  be  given 
to  use  of  independent  staff  and  office  facilities,  where  it 
appears  most  effective. 


RECOfENDATION  51 

Persons  or  groups  attempting  to  locate  available  information  spend 
excessive  time  and  money  wading  through  voluminous  and  unorganized  data. 

The  RID/COE  should  institute  a  program  to  arrange  and  manage  the 
archives  of  the  district. 
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n:viPor.nNTAL  summary 


1.  Cow  •  ■. 

2.  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  __ _ 

B)  Prep  _ 

0  PFWG  •■■  ■•  -  ■  ■■  ' 

D)  Work  group  _ _ ■  . 

3.  Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 


A,  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 


5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 


6,  Brief  description  of  affected  environment; 

!  .  Th  if;  t* ►- ■ x-.rr.^v, dat.  lot1,  promoter  itr.pro 
»1  ’  tif*  o **  th*»  I'vera!  !  VMfi  or.vi  rrnrent  . 


f  :!■ 
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7,  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered 


8.  References 


9,  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

Recommended  action  only  alternative  which  addresses  the  need  for  a 
broad-based  propram. 


10.  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  [3  F0NS1 

B)  [3  This  assessment  adequate 

C)  □  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency: 

D)  □  E.I.S.  NEEDED  &SPONSIBLE  AGENCY:  _____ 

11,  Additional  discussion/notes: 
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FNVIRONMF.NTAL  SUMMARY 


Component: 

f  ul'lii1  ’  ti  !'•  -  rrtin  t.  :  iii:  : t : ; i  r  -i  .;c  u  *.  1  v»t: 

Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  _ _ 

B)  Prep  1  j _ 

0  pfwg  ■  ' _ 

D)  Work  group  2 _ 

f\KPOSE,  NEED  AND  OBJECTIVE  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION: 

"  :  i  •  ■•.!'.  rranr.  i  r.  -nr.  j  •  ti  ?  r  rrar..,  it.  1  n  n  d  ‘I'rFAl 

niiv-.'  e  v  •:  ■  .;i‘  o  i  r.*  r«  v»-  future  j  r-  r.rnr..-  t:.i:  ty: 

:  •  ,ic  •  ii  t.;-  *i:’>  .ratline*!  it.  t  •  r«  ■<•  -  t:j  m  e- 1 :  J  *'.t.  i  <• . 


Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

i  u  ‘  i  r.  •* .  f'-r  i  ?r. :  r  •  •  v  *•  r.  >• l  :*  fut  lire  r'i’IVr!  ;  rog?  nn.;  t  ..  t-i*  fi; 


List  of  alternatives  evaujated: 

1.  Iff  r:rr.*r..ied  Action 
. '  .  •  'i  *■  t v  !•: «•  c  <•; trim e r.d *  •  d  A c  t  i  or. 


Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

Future  studies  on  the  UMR  could  be  affected  by  these  guidel 
The  environment  of  the  UMR  in  general  would  be  affected  by 
proved  public  i n f <: rmat i on / ed uc at i c n  efforts. 
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7,  Env1RO*€NTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF  ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED: 


8.  References: 


Recommended 


There 
uen  re: 


e  no  direct 
*'  t  h  i  s  reCi ■> 


hong  term  benefits 
be  an  indirect  rer.u 
involvement  efforts 
agencies*-. 


e n v  i  r o n EfM.ta  1  c ■  > n eq- 
mmenda * i on  is  implemented 

to  the  environment  may 
it  of  improved  public 
by  .he  resource 


PJ'IWG  Appendix 
and  data  as  deacri h- 
e  d  in  i  n  t.  r  o  d  u  c  t  r  y 
narrative  (parti: 

III  ana  IV). 


No  Action 


Inadequacies  in  public  involvement  programs 
could  continue  unless  improved  efforts  are 
made . 


9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

The  GREAT  II  Team  developed  this  recommendation  on  the  basis 
of  an  evaluation  contained  in  the  PPIWG  Appendix. 


10.  Environmental  documents  required: 


A) 

0 

FQNSI 

B) 

E 

This  assessment  adequate 

0 

□ 

Additional  E.A. 

needed  Responsible  agency :_ 

D) 

□ 

E.I.S.  NEEDED 

Responsible  agency: 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 
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'  N i  Aj 


*/>  NIJK  • 

*•.'  ••«-  ■/•':  ’r  F*,fV5SiE2  ACTION 


S'*  :  .  •  _n  jf  PrtiP  Ll-  /-.T 1  jfl : 

-  i  '■  -r  ALTE:IV  TIVES  ;■  VALUA1  EL : 


Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 


7.  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered:  8.  References: 


9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

~  o  t  c.  tho  ctjoi’t  i  vf;  an  1  satisfies  tt;o  otute-i  r. 


10,  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  Q  FONSI 

B)  £x]  This  assessment  adequate 

0  Q  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency: 
D)  □  E.l.S.  needed  Responsible  agency:  _ 

U.  /teDITIONAL  DISCUSSION/NOTES: 
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K,  COORDINATION 


RECOMMEND  AT  I  ON  52 

On-Going  Planning  anti  Research  Coordination. 

Congress  and  the  states  have  recognized  the  need  for  regional  plan¬ 
ning  and  the  coordination  of  state  and  federal  activities.  GREAT 
studies  that  indicate  a  requirement  for  further  study  or  policy  changes 
must  be  subject  to  this  regional  planning  and  coordination  effort. 

The  Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin  Commission  (UMRBC)  is  presently 
the  mechanism  to  coordinate  planning  activities  of  the  UMR. 

Therefore,  the  UMRBC,  through  the  Great  River  Study  Committee  (GRSC) 
should  continue  to  develop  a  total  river  resource  management  plan. 

Items  recommended  by  GREAT  II  for  further  study  and  policy  changes 
should  be  incorporated  into  the  UMRBC  planning  activities.  The  GRSC 
should  continue  to  operate  as  it  presently  operates.  However,  the  re¬ 
sponsibilities  of  the  GRSC  committee  snould  be  expanded  to  provide  more 
intensive  coordinating  activities.  The  state  or  federal  agency  repre¬ 
sentative  to  the  GRSC  committee,  should  also  serve  as  the  cor.tact/coor- 
li nation  person  for  inter-departmental  communication. 

The  GRSC  should: 

*  Incorporate  results  of  completed,  on-going  and  future  studies 
(including  those  recommended  as  a  result  of  GREAT  I,  II,  III  and 
the  Master  Plan)  into  the  river  management  plan. 

*  Assure  adequate  public  participation  in  development  of  the  plan. 

*  Identify  and  recommend  to  the  UMRBC  the  need  for  any  new  coopera¬ 
tive  agreements  between  the  state  and  federal  agencies  for  con¬ 
sistency  in  river  resource  management. 

*  Assist  state  and  federal  agencies  in  securing  new  authorities 
and/or  appropriations  as  necessary,  to  implement  plans  as  devel¬ 
oped. 

*  Monitor  state  and  federal  agency  implementation  of  plans. 


m 


m 


RECOMMENDATION  53 


On-Going  Implementation  Coordination. 

Certain  components  of  the  GREAT  II  recommended  plan  (i.e.,  channel 
maintenance  component)  contain  recommended  actions  that  may  be  imple¬ 
mented  without  further  study.  These  actions  should  be  implemented  by 
the  lead  agency  in  consultation  with  other  appropriate  agencies  who 
would  be  affected  by  the  actions.  To  assure  that  this  consultation/ 
coordination  occurs  there  is  a  need  to  establish  a  committee,  similar 
to  that  of  GREAT  II,  for  on-going  coordination. 

Operating  under  the  Great  River  Study  Committee  the  committee  could 
be  calLed  the  "On-going  River  Resource  Management  Team"  (ORRMT).  The 
ORRMT  should  be  composed  of  one  representative  from  each  of  the  parti¬ 
cipating  states  and  federal  agencies.  The  State  of  Iowa  and  the  COE 
should  be  responsible  for  initially  co-chairing  the  ORRMT.  The  co-chairs 
would  be  responsible  for  calling  meetings,  and  maintaining  minutes.  The 
ORRMT  would  meet  no  less  than  quarterly.  Voting  procedures  would  be  the 
same  as  those  used  by  the  GREAT  II  Team  (see  PFWG  Appendix). 


The  initial  and  primary  responsibility  of  the  ORRMT  would  be  .c  re¬ 
view  the  implementation  requirements  contained  in  Chapter  IV  of  this 
report  and  determ,  ie ,  in  more  detail ,  what  each  agency  member  must  do 
to  begin  implemeir  ution.  On  the  basis  of  this  review,  an  annual  team 
plan  of  action  (PGA)  should  be  prepared  for  submittal  to  each  member 
agency.  The  POA  would  identify  those  actions  which  should  be  jointly 
funded,  jointly  implemented  and/or  coordinated. 

Each  agency  should  then  develop  an  annual  plan  of  action  (beginning 
with  a  POA  for  FY  1982 )  that  outlines  specific  actions,  personnel  re¬ 
quirements  and  funding  needs  to  implement  items  under  their  jurisdic¬ 
tion.  The  POA  should  also  outline  how  and  where  the  implementable  ac¬ 
tions  fit  into  existing  budgets  and  programs ,  or  determine  if  addition¬ 
al  resources  are  required,  i.e.,  funding  through  the  UMRBC/GRSC. 

Upon  completion  of  annual  POA's,  the  ORRMT  should  meet  to  compare 
the  proposed  ORRMT  POA  to  the  POA  actually  adopted  by  the  agencies  or 
states.  Items  that  an  agency  is  unable  to  complete  should  be  reviewed 
to  determine  an  appropriate  alternative  action  (for  example,  inclusion 
in  a  subsequent  POA,  etc.). 

As  newly  identified  "action  items"  are  identified  by  any  state  or 
agency  as  a  result  of  some  administrative  action  or  study  findings, 
they  should  become  part  of  the  ORRMT  review/coordination  procedures. 
These  would  include  implementable  actions  recommended  as  a  result  of 
completion  of  GREAT  II,  GREAT  II  Master  Plain  and  COE  and  USFWS  recrea¬ 
tion  and  refuge  master  planning  activities . 

An  additional  ORRMT  duty  will  be  to  coordinate  with  and  advise  the 
OSIT  as  to  recommended  changes  to  the  RID/COE  channel  maintenance  plan 
(i.e.,  primary  sites  and  site  selection  priorities).  The  ORRMT  recom- 
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mended  changes  should  be  made  upon  completion  of  studies  recommended  in 
the  GREAT  II  CMP  Handbook,  or  as  new  information  and  technology  becomes 
available.  The  recommended  changes  will  be  incorporated  into  the  an¬ 
nual  POA's  and  simultaneously  to  the  OSIT. 


RECOTfENDATION  54 


The  overall  goal  of  the  GREAT  studies  was  development  of  a  total 
river  resource  management  plan.  Improved  inter-agency  and  inter¬ 
resource  coordination  through  GREAT  has  helped  approach  that  goal. 
However,  more  imformation/data  are  needed  to  attain  such  a  comprehen¬ 
sive  plan. 

To  help  facilitate  completion  of  the  plan,  the  ORRMT,  through  the 
member  agencies  should  develop  a  complete  computerized  resource  infor¬ 
mation  system  for  all  resources  and  resource  uses  in  the  UMR  corridor. 
All  data  gathered  in  any  resource  studies,  etc.,  would  be  entered  (i.e., 
GIS  -  see  Recommendation  39),  into  this  system.  The  system  would  also 
be  continuously  updated  as  new  data  was  made  available.  The  collection 
of  data  on  land  ownership  and  management  is  an  essential  part  of  this 
system. 

The  system  would  be  a  valuable  tool  by  having  this  information  read¬ 
ily  available  to  resource  managers  as  they  prepare  the  total  river  re¬ 
source  management  plan. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


1.  Component: 

Coordination 


2. 


Tracing  nimbers: 

A)  Final  ss 

B)  Ftep  60 


0  PFWG  _  19  numbers,  (see  item  11) 

D)  Work  group  !2_  jiumbers,  (See  item  11) 


3.  Rjrpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

GREAT  II  identified  numerous  problems  and  need  related  to 
inter-agency  admi ni s t rat i on ,  study  and  management. 


A.  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

Defines  coordination  needs  and  proposes  expanded  activity 
of  the  UMRBC  GREAT  River  Study  Committee. 


5.  LIST  OF  ALTERNATIVES  EVALUATED:  (See  attached  data) 

1.  Recommended  Action 

2.  No  Action 

3.  Various  institutional  arrangements  were 
outlined  by  Work  Croups  to  address  specific 
needs 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  envirow*nt: 

Agencies  of  the  UMR  directly  would  be  affected.  Indirectly 
the  UMR  resources  would  all  be  affected  by  coordination  of 
planning  efforts. 


ITT 


10,  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  □  FONSI 

B)  [2]  This  assessment  adequate 

O  □  Additional  E. A.  needed  Responsible  agency 
D)  □  E.l.S.  needed  Responsible  agency: 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 

i  ev.  ;  C.;.o,  Cr:i,  f.'ss,  a  9~,  •'  ' :  ,  C’.f 

r .  #' «: ,  <' o-;  t  (V  ? y  f  C ? o  :  ,  r- ;  r ,  <„  o 

*•-!  1007  ,  1701,  TOOL,  »0?k,  10. ' f, 

io.c,  •»,  ssro,  i  oiv,  Lon,  ?soi ,  n-i,  io 


ITS 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMMARY 


Component: 


Coordinat i on 

Tracing  nufsers: 

A)  Final  J1 _ 

B)  Prep  66 _ 

0  PR*  .  19  numbers  (see  item  11) 

D)  WORK  GROUP  19  numbers  ( see  item  11 ) 

ftRPOSE,  NEED  AfO  OBJECTIVE  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION: 

There  is  a  need  to  establish  an  on-going  mechanism  to  continue 
the  inter-agency  coordination  started  by  GREAT*  The  objective 
of  this  organization  is  to  establish  this  mechanism  in  the  name 
of  an  "On-going  River  Resource  Management  Team"  (ORRMT). 


Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

Establish  ORRMT  and  provide  initial  operating  guidelines. 


List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  Recommended  Action 

2.  No  Action 


Brief  description  of  affected  envirow«nt: 

The  agencies  managing  the  UMR  and  the  overall  UMR  environment 
vili  be  affected  by  this  recommendation. 


7 


1NSEQU.  wf  .  .JINAT1VES  CONSIDERED: 


8.  References 


feCOWIENDED 


.:her»-  will  re  uv  direct  e«  vi  ruiifti'iit  a  1 
i  p  acts  HSEt)i>iat*r>l  with  estab  1  i  s  intent  and 
perat  i  c n  •  “  *  RhMT  . 

•  *  err.  .  La.  ini  act;:  ::ho  *  1  t  ir.-vrU!* 

t  •  M*>-  ■  "Mi*  I'oiite’.t  through 

i  i  r v ■ :  •  •  •  r  :  i  n a  t  i  <  n  'Jurin,*  t  h ••  i  n \  1  *; m e  t i  ♦.  t 
tin  f  :  :  '  L  !  rt,1.  p.r:.»'ri  Jat  i<,r. . 


V.  .(  WO  ,  CR 
l»!-.Vw  I  ,  i-  W 
and  da ’ ' 


No  Action 


’•'ar.y  V  tne  r  ••ccnr.er.  da  t  i  oris  of  ORFAT  IT 
r.eed  te  be  coordinated  among  various  apenci 
during  the  i mf 1 erent, at i on  process.  Without 
this  organization  efficient  and  effective 
coordination  will  be  less  likely. 


fame  as  above. 


9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

T heF K W G  and  TR  WAT  II  Tear,  discussions,  in  coordination  with  the 
dl-TAT  I  Team,  resulted  in  the  design  of  this  action  to  address 
a  wide  array  of  inpl enentat ion/ coordination  needs. 


10,  Environmental  documents  required: 


A) 

B 

FQNSI 

B) 

ED 

This  assessment  adequate 

0 

□ 

Additional  E.A. 

needed  Responsible  agency:_ 

D) 

□ 

E.I.S.  needed 

Responsible  agency: 

11.  telTIONAL  DISCUSSION/NOTES: 

PFVG  Its:  6220,  621k ,  6225,  6297,  6221,  6l6l ,  6291,  617k,  6173,  6268 
6265,  6191,  6229,  6201,  615k,  6309,  6233,  6270,  6218, 

WG  Is:  1007,  1001,  300k,  302k,  1008,  6,  3016,  1035,  1027,  1726, 
1023,  5520,  1017,  kOll,  2501,  2031,  1020,  1029,  1005 
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7.  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered:  8.  inferences: 


ft-COfWEJCED 


There  will  be  no  direct  environmental 
consequences  of  this  action, 
long-term  beneficial  impacts  could  accrue 
to  the  (/MR  resources  as  a  result  of 
improved  data  •  • ...  L  1  mc  t  i  ».n  and  ava  1  :  abi  i  ity  . 


FU'MWO  Appendix 
data  for  W.G. 
rec ommendat ion 
under  previous 
rec ommendat ion 


and 

03021 


to  Action 


As  data  base  expaj.us  and 
continues  to  become  more 
be  increasingly  difficult 
use  information  scattered 
management  agencies. 


GREAT 


resource  management 
complex  it  would 
to  access  and 
among  resource 


ame 


Pilot  £  t  udy 


above . 


9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

Best  Judgement  of  GREAT  II  Study  Team  based  on  analysis  of  data 
from  the  FWMWG ,  and  the  GREAT  I  Pilot  Study. 


10.  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  □  RHSl 

B)  Q  This  assessment  adequate 

0  □  Abitional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency: 
D)  □  E. I. S.  iceded  Responsible  agency: _ 

11.  Abitional  discussion/notes: 
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L  LEGISLATION 


I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 


RECOMMENDATION  55 


The  recommendations  which  comprise  the  channel  maintenance  compo¬ 
nent  of  the  recommended  plan  place  considerably  more  responsibility  on 
the  RID/COE.  In  many  cases  they  are  not  presently  authorized  to  carry 
out  these  activities/recommendations.  In  order  to  insure  that  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  developed  by  GREAT  II  can  be  implemented  by  the  RID/COE, 
it  is  hereby  recommended  that  Congress  provide  the  RID / COE  with  in¬ 
creased  funding  and  authority  associated  with  the  UMR  9'  navigation 
project  to  give  equal  consideration  and  to  complete  measures  to  bene¬ 
fit  Pish  and  Wildlife  and  recreation  resources.  All  measures  carried 
out  under  this  authority  must  be  coordinated  fully  with  and  agreed  to 
by  all  agencies  having  state  and  federal  fish  and  wildlife  resource 
management  responsibilities  in  the  affected  area. 

In  addition,  the  RID/COE  should  be  granted  the  authority  to  perform 
alterations  to  backwater  areas  for  the  benefit  of  fish  and  wildlife  as 
recommended  by  the  FWIC. 


RECOtENDATION  56 

The  RID/COE  is  restricted  from  developing  and  maintaining  addition¬ 
al  recreational  areas  on  Corps  lands  without  a  cost  sharing  partner. 
Public  Law  89-72  should  be  amended  to  allow  the  RID/COE  with  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  affected  agencies  to  develop  and  maintain  recreation  areas  on 
Corp  managed  lands  without  local  cost  sharing.  Such  action  would  in¬ 
clude  the  management  and  maintenance  of  dredged  material  beaches  and 
should  expand  the  existing  ranger  staff. 
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ARMY  ENGINEER  DISTRICT  ROCK  ISLAND  IL  F/G  \%,9 

DECA80R1VER  ENVIR0NMENTAL  ACTI0N  TEAM  (GREAT  II).  UPPER  MISSISS--ETC 


Et!VIRO?!"ENTAL  Sl'WAPY 


1.  Component: 


2.  Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  _ 

B)  Prep  _ 

0  PFWG  ■  - 

D)  Work  group  _ 


3.  ftjRPOSE,  NEED  AND  OBJECTIVE  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION: 


4,  Short  title  of  proposed  action: 


<  r;:.  a .  V  v. ?•  t  <  ?'  r  s’h'  : 


5,  List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

•  t*  ‘ v  ar/  ar*-*n  viti.  f’u-.d  \  j!r*  and  aul  lior  i  !;„• 

♦  A.-.»*n  J  !  .  r t.c  ;  r«  vide  authority  viVnrut 


6.  Brief  description  of  affected  envirofment: 

■  otontial.*.  a!:  vi’dlife,  and  recreation  rescurce;;  c>» 

th*-»  ecu’.  1  t  e.  affected  l.y  thir  p.cti'ir.  fee  X  FV.'G  Draft 

Teclrioal  Aj  penal y,  Volume  II  for  detailed  description. 
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7.  Environmental  consequences  of  alternatives  considered: 


8.  INFERENCES: 


Recommended 


There  are  r.o  direct  environmental  con¬ 
sequences  associated  with  this  change  in 
project  authority. 

Long  term  environmental  impacts  will  depend 
upon  specific  projects  which  may  result 
under  this  new  authority.  (Gee  item  11) 


FWMWG  Append i x 
GREAT  1  FWVG  Append! 
and  data  as  describ¬ 
ed  i  n  introductory 
narrative  (parts 
III  arid  TV). 


It)  ACTION 


Existing  authorities  will  continue,  resulting  Same  as  above, 
in  continued  difficulty  in  achieving  pro¬ 
jects  deemed  necessary  to  improve  and  pre¬ 
serve  fish,  wildlife,  and  recreational 
resources . 


9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

•Recommended  action  determined  to  be  the  most  acceptable  insti¬ 
tutional  arrangement  by  members  of  GREAT  II  Team. 


ID.  Environmental  documents  required: 

A)  Q  PDNSI 

B)  13  This  assesspent  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A,  needed  Responsible  agency: _ 

D)  □  E. I. S.  needed  Responsible  agency: _ 

11.  Additional  discussion/notes: 

Note:  specific  projects  which  may  result  from  this  change  in 
authority  may  need  additional  E.A.  and/or  E.I.S.  documentation. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SUMARY 


Component; 


Lepi  e  1  at  i  crs 

Tracing  numbers: 

A)  Final  Li _ 

B)  Prep  _ls _ 

0  PFWG  6286 _ 

D)  Work  group  10 n _ 

Purpose,  need  and  objective  of  proposed  action: 

Current  lav  prcliilitr  the  ETD/CCi.  fr cm  develcpii.r  additional 
recrent  ional  areas  without  a  c<  st -phar  i  n*r  paitrer.  T  r.  order 
to  prrirote  the  implementation  <1  new  recreat  ionel  arpni:  ,  t  ),»■ 
recommended  action  calls  for  a  change  i  r  PL  69-TT 


Short  title  of  proposed  action: 

Amend  PL  89-7.'  to  allow  COE  to  develop  ar.  j  maintain  r. •  r< 
reaticnal  areas. 


List  of  alternatives  evaluated: 

1.  Pec  omn.enue  <3  Action 

2 .  K  c  Action 


Brief  description  of  affected  environment: 

All  r es'.iiur ••<*.•  of  the  UMP  could  bo  affected  \-y  this  action. 

Tee  PFWO  Draft  Technical  Appendix  Volume  II  and  RWG  Appendi> 
for  detailed  information. 


7.  ENVIROMtNTM.  CONSEQUENCES  OF  ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED: 


8.  References: 


Recommended 


Ihci't  V'-uU1 
CC  f.  i.  *‘H  j*-!  ft-; 

a.*  t  i  or. 


«  i  vi  ro liner  *.  >»  ! 
rtoult  Vv'.t:.  t [ 


Lc  nf*  tern  hi.';  >.?  i  r  ** :■  *  i  r<  pact rtiiuHii.p  fn-r 
r.t-v  recreational  'levt-luj  r.er.t  iray  be  i  i.purrod 
over  tine.  [I'te  iter  1  1  ) 


I'W  i  /.  i  p  *-  r  d  i  x 

I  I. 

ami  data  us  'iturrit  • 
t.  a  r  ra  t  \  ve  ( T  a  r  t 


Action 


er  tat  1  i  shi  r.g  rev- 
lack  of  local 


f  o  r:  t  i  r;  u<*  d  <1  i  1  f  i  c  u  1 1  y  i  ri 
rccreat  it,  r:  a  re  a  r  a  i.  e  to 
part  n  era  , 

Lonj;  tern  impact  would  te  continued  lack  of 
recreational  facilities  *o  n.cet  the  expected 
inert  ait*  i  r»  demand. 


Sane-  as  above. 


9.  Rationale  for  selected  alternative: 

Chnr.pc  i  r.  law  is  determined  to  te  only  way  of  enfttlir.r  the 

nV/Cr.j:  to  respond  to  demardr,  for  increased.  recreational  facilities. 


10.  Enviromcntal  documents  required: 

A)  □  FONSl 

B)  □  This  assessfent  adequate 

0  □  Additional  E.A.  needed  Responsible  agency: _ 

D)  □  E.I.S.  needed  Responsible  agency:  _ _ 

LL.  Additional  discussion/notes: 

Specific  recreational  de velopocnts  which  may  result  from  this 
recommendation  may  require  additional  E.A.  and/or  E.I.S. 
documentation  as  part  of  the  planning  process  by  the  RID/COE. 


EXHIBIT  A 


SOURCES  OF  ADDITIONAL  DATA 


The  back-up  data  (one  copy  each)  for  the  Environmental 
Summary,  as  described  in  Parts  III  and  IV  have  been  pro¬ 


vided  to  the  following  people  and 

Dick  Fleischman 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Rock  Island  District 

Clock  Tower  Building 

Rock  Island,  IL  61201 

Tom  Groutage 

USF&WS,  Spencer  Office  Building 
1830  Second  Avenue 
Rock  Island,  IL  61201 

Dick  Walton 

Second  Coast  Guard  District 
Department  of  Transportation 
li*30  Olive  Street 
St  .  Louis  ,  MO  63103 

Bob  Koke 

Section  UoU/Wetlands  Program 
US  EPA,  Region  VII 
32h  E.  11th  Street 
Kansas  City,  MO  6U106 


agenc i es : 

Dennis  Miller 
Soil  Conservation  Service 
693  Federal  Building 
DesMoines,  Iowa  50309 

Arnie  Sohn 

Iowa  Conservation  Commission 
Wallace  State  Office  Building 
E.  9th  and  Grand  Avenue 
DesMoines  ,  Iowa  50319 

Bill  Bertrand 

Illinois  Dept,  of  Conservation 
Box  l6U 

Aledo,  IL  61231 
Dave  Kennedy 

Wisconsin  Dept,  of  Natural 
Resources 

State  Office  Building,  Rm .  108 
3550  Mormon  Coulee  Road 
LaCrosse,  WI  5^601 

Gordon  Farabee 

Missouri  Dept,  of  Conservation 
Route  1,  Box  55 
Palmyra,  Missouri  63^61 
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